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ranging  from  restricting  management  actions  or  development  to  actively  mit- 
igating the  effects  of  resource  management  actions  or  development.  The  pro- 
posed action  presented  in  this  document  is  a  refinement  of  Alternative  D,  the 
preferred  alternative  in  the  draft  document.  The  changes  from  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  are  described  herein,  as  are  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  pro- 
posed plan.  Comments  on  the  draft  document  that  were  received  from  the  pub- 
lic are  reproduced  in  this  document,  along  with  responses  from  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management. 

When  the  final  version  of  the  resource  management  plan  is  approved,  the  plan 
will  provide  a  comprehensive  framework  for  managing  and  allocating 
resources  on  the  public  land  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area.  Further  information 
regarding  this  document  can  be  obtained  from  the  address  below. 
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Dear  Reader: 

Enclosed  for  your  review  and  future  reference  is  the  Proposed  Resource  Man- 
agement Plan/ Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area. 
It  presents  the  proposed  resource  management  plan  (RMP),  which  is  a  refine- 
ment of  the  preferred  alternative  presented  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  the  Cody 
Resource  Area,  which  was  released  in  April  1988.  In  addition,  it  fulfills  the 
requirements  for  preparation  of  a  final  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS). 

The  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  plan  are  discussed  in  this 
document,  as  are  changes  from  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Comments  received  from 
the  public  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  responses  to  those  com- 
ments also  are  included. 

The  draft  Cody  RMP/EIS  is  an  integral  part  of  the  planning  process.  It  will  be 
required  as  a  reference  to  accompany  this  final  document.  Copies  of  the  draft 
are  available  from  either  the  Cody  Resource  Area  BLM,  P.O.  Box  518,  Cody, 
WY  82414;  or  the  Worland  District  BLM,  P.O.  Box  119,  Worland,  WY  82401. 

All  parts  of  the  proposed  RMP  may  be  protested.  Protests  should  be  sent  within 
30  days  after  publication  of  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  that  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  has  received  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

Protests  related  to  any  part  of  the  document  should  be  sent  to  the  Director 
(760),  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1800  C  Street  NW,  Washington,  D.C. 
20240.  They  should  include  (a)  the  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number, 
and  interest  of  the  person  filing  the  protest;  (b)  a  statement  of  the  issue  or 
issues  being  protested;  (c)  a  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  plan  being 
protested;  (d)  a  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  were 
submitted  during  the  planning  process  by  the  protesting  party,  oran  indication 
of  the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the  record;  (e)  a  concise 
statement  explaining  why  the  proposed  management  plan  is  believed  to  be 
wrong. 

The  proposed  management  plan  will  become  final  upon  approval  of  a  record 
of  decision  following  the  30-day  protest  period.  If  any  significant  change  is 
made  to  the  proposed  RMP  as  a  result  of  a  protest,  the  changed  portion  will 
be  made  available  for  public  review  and  comment  before  final  approval  and 
implementation  of  the  plan. 

I  want  to  personally  thank  those  who  have  contributed  to  and  participated  in 
the  development  of  this  plan.  I  hope  your  involvement  will  continue  as  we  move 
forward  to  implement  and  monitor  the  plan  and  manage  the  public  lands  and 
resources  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area. 

Sincerely 


Hillary  A.  Oden 
State  Director 
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INTRODUCTION 

This  proposed  resource  management  plan/ 
final  environmental  impact  statement  addresses 
options  for  the  future  management  of  federal  land 
and  federal  mineral  estate  administered  by  the 
Cody  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment (BLM).  The  area  covered  comprises  approx- 
imately 1 ,081 ,000  acres  of  public  land  surface  and 
1,508,000  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate. 

The  Cody  Resource  Area  encompasses  parts  of 
Big  Horn  and  Park  counties  in  north  central  Wyo- 
ming (see  map  1). 


the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Public  comments  on  the  draft 
are  included,  along  with  the  BLM's  responses  to 
those  comments. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  will  be  required  as  a  refer- 
ence to  accompany  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 
The  arrangement  of  reprinted  or  updated  portions 
of  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  parallels  the  for- 
mat of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

All  maps  necessary  to  understanding  of  the  pro- 
posed plan  are  included  in  this  document.  Some 
are  new,  some  have  been  revised  from  maps  used 
in  the  draft  document,  and  some  are  reproduced 
unchanged. 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

The  draft  resource  management  plan/ 
environmental  impact  statement  (RMP/EIS)  for 
the  Cody  Resource  Area  was  released  in  April 
1988.  The  public  was  invited  to  comment  on  the 
draft  through  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register,  noti- 
ces in  local  news  media,  and  letters  to  those  on 
the  mailing  list.  A  public  meeting  was  held  in  May, 
and  small  group  meetings  were  also  held. 

A  total  of  101  written  comments  were  received 
on  the  draft  EIS.  These  comments  and  the  BLM's 
responses  are  included  in  chapter  5  of  this  doc- 
ument. 


CONTENT  OF  THIS 
DOCUMENT 

This  document  is  not  a  complete  reprinting  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS;  rather,  it  focuses  on  the  pro- 
posed plan,  which  is  a  refinement  of  the  preferred 
alternative  (Alternative  D)  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
The  environmental  consequences  of  the  pro- 
posed RMP  are  discussed,  as  are  changes  from 


SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  IN 
THE  PROPOSED  PLAN 

The  proposed  RMP  is  essentially  the  preferred 
alternative  from  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  the  Cody 
Resource  Area.  A  few  modifications  have  been 
made  to  respond  to  public  comment,  to  incorpo- 
rate new  information,  or  to  make  factual  correc- 
tions. The  most  notable  changes  are  summarized 
below. 

A  "no  surface  occupancy"  restriction  for  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  development  would  be 
applied  to  about  4,070  acres  of  BLM-administered 
lands  in  the  Yellowtail  Wildlife  Habitat  Manage- 
ment Unit  area. 

Appendix  J  has  been  added  to  discuss  the  cri- 
teria for  relevance  and  significance  for  designa- 
tion of  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern 
(ACECs)  that  were  considered  in  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  Two  new  ACEC  proposals  also  are  dis- 
cussed. 

The  boundary  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  proposed 
ACEC  has  been  amended  to  remove  lands  with 
potential  for  the  occurrence  of  bentonite.  All  of 
the  proposed  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  future 
location  of  mining  claims. 
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Summary 


Closures  to  operation  of  the  general  mining 
laws  would  remain  in  effect  on  additional  lands 
classified  under  the  Classification  and  Multiple 
Use  Act  of  1964  (C&MU).  Mineral  closures  would 
continue  on  about  3,560  acres  in  the  Little  Moun- 
tain proposed  ACEC.  These  closures  would  pro- 
tect significant  caves  (about  283  acres)  and  an 
area  along  Porcupine  Creek  (about  3,277  acres) 
which  may  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

Appendix  K,  Oil  and  Gas  Operations,  has  been 
added  to  explain  the  possible  sequence  of  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  development  activities  and  to 
describe  the  standard  procedures  governing  geo- 
physical exploration  and  oil  and  gas  leasing, 
exploration,  development,  and  abandonment. 


Limitations  on  geophysical  exploration  have 
been  modified  to  allow  casual  use  on  lands  sub- 
ject to  "no  surface  occupancy"  restrictions. 

A  new  special  recreation  management  area 
(SRMA)  has  been  added.  The  Rivers  SRMA  would 
include  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River, 
the  North  Fork  and  South  Fork  of  the  Shoshone 
River,  and  other  fishing  areas  such  as  Newton 
Lakes. 

Porcupine  Creek  in  Devil  Canyon  has  been 
determined  eligible  for  further  study  and  potential 
classification  as  a  scenic  river. 


1  PURPOSE  OF  AND 
NEED  FOR  ACTION 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan/ Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Cody 
Resource  Area  presents  the  proposed  resource 
management  plan  (RMP)  for  the  Cody  Resource 
Area.  The  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Cody 
Resource  Area  was  published  in  April  1988. 

This  document  is  not  a  complete  rewrite  of  the 
draft  version.  It  contains  information  on  changes 
in  proposals  of  the  draft,  corrections  of  any  er- 
roneous material,  and  in  some  cases  more  recent 
data.  The  environmental  consequences  of  the  pro- 
posed plan  are  described  in  chapter  4. 

Any  additional  works  cited  in  this  final  docu- 
ment are  listed  in  the  Additional  References  sec- 
tion herein.  A  Glossary  Supplement  also  is 
included.  However,  readers  may  wish  to  refer  to 
the  Glossary  and  References  in  the  draft  docu- 
ment. All  maps  necessary  to  an  understanding  of 
the  proposed  plan  are  included  in  this  document. 
Some  are  new,  some  have  been  revised  from 
maps  used  in  the  draft  document,  and  some  are 
reproduced  unchanged. 


for  management  of  the  public  land  in  the  Cody 
Resource  Area  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment (BLM).  In  addition,  this  document  fulfills 
requirements  for  preparation  of  a  final  environ- 
mental impact  statement  (EIS). 

As  required  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Man- 
agement Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  and  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  a  range  of  alter- 
natives was  considered  in  the  draft  document. 
The  proposed  plan  presented  here  is  a  refinement 
of  the  preferred  alternative  described  in  that  doc- 
ument. 

After  completion,  the  Cody  RMP  will  be  kept  cur- 
rent through  maintenance,  amendments,  or  revi- 
sions, as  demands  on  public  lands  and  resources 
change,  as  the  land  and  resource  conditions 
change,  or  as  new  information  is  acquired. 


ADDITIONS  AND 
CORRECTIONS 

Changes  to  chapter  1  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are 
shown  in  the  following  list. 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


When  the  final  version  of  the  RMP  is  approved, 
the  plan  will  provide  a  comprehensive  framework 


Purpose  and  Need 

ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS 
FOR  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS  AND  CHAPTER  1 

Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph  at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as 
paragraph  1.  The  changed  or  added  material  in  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 
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Draft 

Page 

Column 

Paragr< 
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Line(s) 

X 

heading 
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1 

End 
paragraph 

4 

1 
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4 

1 

13 
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4 
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8 

1 

"Maps  (Continued)"  should  be  Tables  (Continued) 

About  6,340  acres  in  Big  Horn  County,  Wyoming 

are  administered  by  the  Billings  Resource 

Area  as  part  of  the  Pryor  Mountain  Wild  Horse  Range. 

"5Protection"  should  be  Protection 

Begin  a  new  paragraph:  Protection  of  caves  . . . 

Do  the  alternatives  allow  for  protection  of  surface 
and  groundwater  resources  and  meet  guidelines  .  .  . 

.  .  .  management  actions  in  table  4  . .  . 


ALTERNATIVES 


INTRODUCTION 

The  proposed  RMP  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area 
is  described  in  this  chapter.  The  proposed  plan 
is  essentially  Alternative  D,  the  preferred  alterna- 
tive, from  the  draft  RMP/EIS  document.  A  few 
modifications  were  made  to  respond  to  public 
comments,  to  incorporate  new  information,  and 
to  make  factual  corrections.  The  most  notable 
changes  are  summarized  in  the  next  section;  fol- 
lowing that,  the  entire  proposed  plan  is  described. 


CHANGES  TO  THE 
PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

Restrictions  on 
Surface-Disturbing  Activities 

A  "no  surface  occupancy"  restriction  for  leasa- 
ble minerals  exploration  and  development  would 
be  applied  to  about  4,070  acres  of  BLM- 
administered  lands  in  the  Yellowtail  Wildlife  Hab- 
itat Management  Unit.  Other  surface-disturbing 
activities  generally  would  be  prohibited  in  the 
unit.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  future  locatable 
minerals  exploration  and  development,  subject  to 
valid  existing  rights. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern 

Appendix  J  has  been  added  to  this  document. 
In  that  appendix,  the  criteria  for  relevance  and  sig- 
nificance for  designation  of  an  area  of  critical  en- 
vironmental concern  (ACEC)  are  described,  and 
the  five  proposed  ACECs  considered  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  are  discussed.  Two  additional  ACEC 
proposals  also  are  discussed. 


The  boundary  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  proposed 
ACEC  has  been  amended  to  remove  lands  with 
potential  for  the  occurrence  of  bentonite.  BLM- 
administered  lands  in  the  proposed  ACEC  now 
total  about  12,285  acres.  The  proposed  locatable 
mineral  closure  would  be  expanded  to  include  all 
lands  in  the  new  proposed  ACEC,  including  lands 
with  the  potential  for  occurrence  of  gypsum. 


Lands  and  Realty  Management 

Additional  lands  have  been  identified  as  poten- 
tially suitable  for  disposal  under  section  203  of 
FLPMA.  Those  lands  are  listed  in  the  supplement 
to  appendix  E. 

Closures  to  operation  of  the  general  mining 
laws  would  remain  in  effect  on  additional  land 
classified  under  the  Classification  Multiple  Use 
(C&MU)  act.  Mineral  closures  would  continue 
on  about  3,560  acres  in  the  Little  Mountain  pro- 
posed ACEC.  These  closure  would  protect  sig- 
nificant caves  (about  283  acres)  and  an  area  along 
Porcupine  Creek  (about  3,277  acres)  that  may  be 
eligibleforinclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Sce- 
nic Rivers  System. 


Minerals  Management 

Appendix  K,  Oil  and  Gas  Operations,  has  been 
added  to  explain  the  possible  sequence  of  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  development  activities  and  to 
describe  the  standard  procedures  governing  geo- 
physical exploration  and  oil  and  gas  leasing, 
exploration,  development,  and  abandonment. 

Limitations  on  geophysical  exploration  have 
been  modified  to  allow  casual  use  on  lands  sub- 
ject to  "no  surface  occupancy"  restrictions.  Geo- 
physical exploration  would  not  be  subject  to  ORV 
limitations.  Instead,  mitigation  of  potential  effects 
from  geophysical  exploration  would  be  covered 
by  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation  guide- 
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lines  for  surface-disturbing  activities  (see  ap- 
pendix B). 

Recreation 

A  new  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
(SRMA)  has  been  added.  The  Rivers  SRMA  would 
include  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River, 
the  North  Fork  and  the  South  Fork  of  the  Sho- 
shone River,  and  other  fishing  areas  such  as 
Newton  Lakes. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

A  new  section  has  been  added  to  reflect  consid- 
eration of  nine  streams  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  Porcu- 
pine Creek  in  Devil  Canyon  was  determined  eligi- 
ble for  further  study  and  potential  classification 
as  a  scenic  river. 


THE  PROPOSED  PLAN 

Restrictions  on 
Surface-Disturbing  Activities 

This  section  describes  the  restrictions  that 
generally  would  be  applied  to  surface-disturbing 
activities  as  conditions  of  land  use.  Later  in  the 
document,  land  use  restrictions  are  described 
that  would  be  applied  in  each  ACEC. 

Restrictionsaredescribedbeforeother  manage- 
ment actions  are  described  because  management 
actions  in  the  proposed  plan  would  operate  within 
the  constraints  of  these  restrictions.  This  first  sec- 
tion on  land  use  restrictions  is  organized  in  order 
of  the  resources  being  protected  by  the  restric- 
tions. Most  of  the  restrictions  were  developed 
from  the  "Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Mitigation 
Guidelines  for  Surface  Disturbing  Activities,"  as 
described  on  pages  4  and  5  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
(also  see  appendix  B). 

Activitiesthat  would  beaffected  by  these  restric- 
tions are  leasable  and  salable  minerals  explora- 
tion and  development,  geophysical  exploration 
(except  casual  use),  and  construction  activities 
such  as  rights-of-way  development.  The  BLM 
authorizes  these  types  of  activities  and  places 
lease  or  permit  stipulations  on  them.  In  contrast, 
the  BLM  has  limited  management  authority  over 
mining  claim  operations  conducted  under  the 
General  Mining  Law  of  1872.  Such  operations  are 
managed  under  the  surface  management  regula- 
tions in  43  CFR  3809.  Although  the  restrictions 


described  in  the  following  pages  are  not  generally 
applied  to  mining  claim  activities,  they  can  be 
used  as  a  result  of  negotiations  between  claim 
operators,  the  BLM,  and  the  Wyoming  Depart- 
ment of  Environmental  Quality  (DEQ). 


Restrictions  to  Protect  Important 
Resources 

Caves 

A  "no  surface  occupancy"  restriction  on  leas- 
able minerals  exploration  and  development 
would  be  applied  on  about  690  acres  above  Nat- 
ural Trap,  Horsethief,  and  Spirit  Mountain  caves. 
These  areas  generally  would  be  closed  to  other 
surface-disturbing  activities  such  as  geophysical 
exploration  (except  casual  use),  salable  minerals 
exploration  and  development,  and  right-of-way 
construction.  Other  important  existing  and  newly 
discovered  caves  or  cave  passages  would  be  pro- 
tected in  the  same  manner. 


Cultural  and  Paleontological  Resources 

Avoidance  areas  for  surface-disturbing  activi- 
ties would  be  designated  in  the  immediately  vicin- 
ity of  significant  paleontological  and  cultural  re- 
sources. Avoidance  areas  also  would  be 
designated  in  the  area  within  :A  mile  or  the  visual 
horizon  of  significant  segments  of  historic  trails 
and  canals,  whichever  is  closer.  These  provisions 
cover  the  Bridger  Trail,  the  Nez  Perce  Trail,  the 
Fort  Washakie  to  Red  Lodge  stage  route,  and  the 
Wiley  and  Sidon  canals.  This  might  result  in  the 
application  of  additional  restrictions  to  such 
things  as  exploration  for  and  development  of  leas- 
able minerals,  geophysical  exploration,  and  con- 
struction activities  in  those  areas. 


Riparian  Areas  and  Surface  Water 

Surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  prohi- 
bited within  500  feet  of  surface  water  and/or  ripar- 
ian areas  except  when  such  activities  were  neces- 
sary and  when  impacts  could  be  mitigated  or 
avoided.  This  restriction  generally  would  apply  to 
leasable  and  salable  minerals  exploration  and 
development,  geophysical  exploration  (except 
casual  use),  and  construction  activities. 


Scenic  Values 

Surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  prohi- 
bited in  Class  II  visual   resource  management 
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(VRM)  areas  except  when  visual  impacts  could  be 
mitigated  or  avoided. 


Soil  and  Watershed  Values 

Timber  cutting  would  be  allowed  on  slopes  up 
to  45%.  For  the  protection  of  fragile  soils,  other 
surface-disturbing  activities  would  not  be  allowed 
on  slopes  of  more  than  25%. 


Special  Management  Areas 

A  "no  surface  occupancy"  restriction  would  be 
applied  on  fishing  and  hunting  access  areas 
(about  3,460  acres),  Five  Springs  Falls  Camp- 
ground (about  40  acres),  and  Recreation  and  Pub- 
lic Purposes  (R&PP)  leases  for  the  Buffalo  Bill 
Shooting  Complex  and  the  Lovell  Rod  and  Gun 
Club  shooting  range  (about  400  acres).  This  res- 
triction would  apply  to  leasable  minerals  explora- 
tion and  development.  These  areas  generally 
would  be  closed  to  other  surface-disturbing  activ- 
ities such  as  geophysical  exploration  (except  cas- 
ual use),  salable  minerals  exploration  and  devel- 
opment, and  construction  activities  except  those 
related  to  development  of  recreation  facilities. 

On  tracts  managed  under  the  Bighorn  River 
Habitat  Management  Plan/Recreation  Area  Man- 
agement Plan  (HMP/RAMP— about  2,500  acres), 
oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  would 
be  limited  by  a  "no  surface  occupancy"  restric- 
tion. Bighorn  River  tracts  generally  would  be 
closed  to  other  surface-disturbing  activities  such 
as  geophysical  exploration  (except  casual  use), 
salable  minerals  exploration  and  development, 
and  construction  activities  (except  those  related 
to  development  of  recreation  facilities  or  wildlife 
habitat).  The  same  restrictions  also  would  be 
applied  to  BLM-administered  lands  in  the  Yellow- 
tail  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Unit  (about 
4,070  acres),  which  are  also  near  the  Bighorn 
River. 


Wildlife  Habitat 


Bald  Eagles 

Surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  prohi- 
bited within  21/2  miles  of  active  bald  eagle  nest 
sites  (currently  about  2,480  acres  of  public  land) 
unless  effects  on  bald  eagle  essential  habitat 
could  be  mitigated.  This  restriction  would  remain 
in  effect  until  completion  of  site-specific  manage- 
ment plans,  after  which  the  restriction  would  be 


reassessed.  This  restriction  would  apply  to  leas- 
able and  salable  minerals  exploration  and  devel- 
opment, geophysical  exploration  (except  casual 
use),  and  construction  activities. 


Big  Game 

Seasonal  restrictions  would  be  applied  to 
surface-disturbing  activities  and  land  uses  on 
about  325,000  acres  of  big  game  crucial  habitat, 
including  winter  ranges  and  elk  calving  areas. 
Generally,  these  restrictions  would  apply  to  leas- 
able and  salable  minerals  exploration  and  devel- 
opment, geophysical  exploration  (except  casual 
use),  recreation,  and  construction  activities, 
including  development  of  range  projects. 

During  periods  of  severe  winter  weather  (aver- 
age of  about  two  years  out  of  ten)  approval  of  the 
BLM  would  be  required  before  snow  could  be 
removed  to  gain  access  for  maintenance  and  oper- 
ation of  BLM  authorized  projects  or  activities  in 
big  game  winter  ranges.  The  purpose  would  be 
to  minimize  unnecessary  disturbance  during  peri- 
ods when  wildlife  are  under  stress. 


Black-Footed  Ferrets 

To  protect  black-footed  ferret  habitat,  surface- 
disturbing  activities  would  be  prohibited  on  about 
1,300  acres  in  the  black-footed  ferret  essential 
habitat  area.  This  restriction  would  be  applied  to 
such  things  as  leasable  minerals  exploration  and 
development,  geophysical  exploration  (except 
casual  use),  and  construction  activities. 


Ferrets  and  Other  Species 

In  high  value  recovery  habitat  areas  outside  the 
black-footed  ferret  essential  habitat  area,  surface- 
disturbing  activities  would  be  prohibited  to  pro- 
tect recovery  habitat  for  black-footed  ferrets,  swift 
fox,  burrowing  owls,  and  other  sensitive  species. 
High  value  recovery  habitat  areas  would  be  iden- 
tified through  ground  surveys  before  BLM  could 
apply  the  restriction.  (Recovery  habitats  would 
include  certain  types  of  prairie  dog  colonies  that 
generally  occupy  less  than  40  acres  each.) 

In  moderate  and  low  value  recovery  habitat 
areas  outside  the  black-footed  ferret  essential 
habitat  area,  surface-disturbing  activities  would 
be  prohibited  until  searches  could  be  conducted 
for  black-footed  ferrets,  swift  fox,  burrowing  owls, 
and  other  sensitive  species.  If  these  animals  were 
located,  the  lessee  or  permittee  would  be  required 
to  modify  activities  to  protect  the  animal  and  its 
habitat. 
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Grouse 

Surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  prohi- 
bited on  about  9,500  acres  within  '/<  mile  of  sage 
grouse  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  strutting  grounds 
(leks).  This  restriction  would  apply  to  activities 
such  as  leasable  and  salable  minerals  exploration 
and  development,  geophysical  exploration 
(except  casual  use),  and  construction  activities. 

Seasonal  restrictions  would  be  applied  to 
surface-disturbing  activities  and  land  use  on 
about  262,000  acres  in  grouse  habitat  areas  within 
a  2-mile  radius  of  lek  centers.  These  restrictions 
would  apply  to  leasable  and  salable  minerals 
exploration  and  development,  geophysical  explo- 
ration (except  casual  use),  recreation,  and  con- 
struction activities,  including  development  of 
range  projects. 

The  BLM  would  follow  an  objective  of  keeping 
unreclaimed  surface  disturbances  on  any  given 
grouse  habitat  area  to  less  than  10%  of  the  total 
surface  in  that  habitat  area.  Emphasis  would  be 
placed  on  improvement  of  present  grouse  habitat 
or  development  of  other  habitat  suitable  for 
grouse. 


within  3/4  mile  of  raptor  nests  or  the  visual  horizon 
of  the  nest,  whichever  is  closer  (about  40,260 
acres).  This  generally  would  apply  to  such  things 
as  leasable  and  salable  minerals  exploration  and 
development,  geophysical  exploration  (except 
casual  use),  and  construction  activities,  including 
development  of  range  projects  and  treatments. 

Road  construction  and  improvement  would  be 
avoided  whenever  possible  within  3A  mile  of  raptor 
nest  sites  or  the  visual  horizon  of  the  nest,  which- 
ever is  closer.  The  purpose  would  be  to  limit 
increased  vehicle  use  and  related  disturbances 
that  could  occur  during  the  nesting  period 
because  of  improved  vehicle  access. 

Surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  prohi- 
bited if  they  would  result  in  the  loss  of  a  specific 
active  raptor  nest  or  a  structure  on  which  a  nest 
is  built,  or  if  they  would  cause  loss  of  significant 
portions  of  concentration,  foraging,  or  nesting 
habitat  for  raptors. 


Management  Actions  by 
Resource  Program 


Peregrine  Falcons 

A  "no  surface  occupancy"  restriction  would  be 
applied  on  new  mineral  leases  in  peregrine  falcon 
recovery  habitat  areas  (about  9,000  acres  in  six 
locations).  This  restriction  would  continue  for  a 
period  of  ten  years  or  until  peregrine  falcons 
became  reestablished  (whichever  occurred  first), 
after  which  the  restriction  would  be  reassessed. 

In  peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat  areas,  sea- 
sonal limitations  would  be  placed  on  timber  man- 
agement actions  (not  including  use  of  access), 
some  recreation  activities,  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development  on  existing  leases,  geophysical 
exploration  (except  casual  use),  and  construction 
activities.  Surface  uses  would  not  be  permitted 
from  April  1  through  July  31.  These  restrictions 
would  continueforten  yearsoruntil  peregrinefal- 
cons  became  reestablished  (whichever  occurred 
first),  after  which  the  restriction  would  be  reas- 
sessed. 

In  peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat  areas,  the 
improvementand  upgrading  of  existing  roadsand 
trails  and  the  construction  of  new  roads  and 
aboveground  power  lines  would  be  avoided, 
although  road  maintenance  would  be  allowed. 


Raptors 

During  the  nesting  period,  a  seasonal  restric- 
tion would  prohibit  surface-disturbing  activities 


Air  Quality 

The  objective  for  management  of  air  quality  is 
to  maintain  air  quality  at  state  Class  II  standards, 
or  better.  No  specific  management  actions  are  as- 
sociated with  this  program  in  the  proposed  plan, 
although  other  management  actions,  such  as  use 
of  prescribed  fire,  would  be  conducted  so  as  to 
avoid  violation  of  the  Wyoming  and  National 
ambient  air  quality  standards. 


Cultural  Resource  Management 

The  objective  for  management  of  cultural 
resources  is  to  expand  the  protection,  study,  and 
interpretation  of  cultural  and  paleontological  re- 
sources. 

The  BLM  would  complete  emergency  site  sta- 
bilization and  long-term  protection  projects  on 
five  known  sites  (about  60  acres),  including  the 
Hanson  prehistoric  occupation  site  and  several 
rock  art  sites. 

Cultural  resource  activity  plans  would  be  pre- 
pared for  the  Hanson  prehistoric  occupation  site, 
several  rock  art  occurrences,  historic  trails,  in- 
cluding the  Bridger  Trail,  the  Nez  Perce  Trail,  the 
Fort  Washakie  to  Red  Lodge  stage  route,  and 
other  important  sites  such  as  the  Wiley  and  Sidon 
canals. 
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Fire  Management 

The  objectives  for  fire  management  are  (a)  to 
use  prescribed  fire  to  meet  resource  management 
objectives  (such  as  improvement  of  wildlife  hab- 
itatandrangecondition),and  (b)tosuppress wild- 
fires for  the  protection  of  resource  values,  prop- 
erty, and  human  life. 

Prescribed  fire  would  be  used  to  accomplish 
management  objectives  described  in  resource 
acti vity  plans,  including  H MPs,  allotment  manage- 
ment plan  (AMPs),  and  the  Rattlesnake  Mountain 
Forest  Management  Plan. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  full  suppression  of 
wildfires  would  be  practiced  in  portions  of  the 
planning  area  west  of  Wyoming  Highway  120  and 
in  an  area  east  of  the  Bighorn  River.  (This  totals 
about  240,000  acres.)  The  remaining  841,000 
acres  of  the  planning  area  would  be  designated 
a  limited  suppression  area  (see  map  2). 

Some  methods  of  wildfire  suppression  would 
be  restricted  in  sensitive  areas.  For  example,  the 
use  of  heavy  equipment  would  be  restricted  in 
areas  of  fragile  soils,  in  wetland/riparian  areas,  on 
lands  above  significant  caves,  on  Sheep  Mountain 
west  of  Cody,  on  Carter  Mountain,  and  in  tim- 
bered areas  on  the  east  end  of  Rattlesnake  Moun- 
tain. 


spur  roads  would  be  closed  after  completion  of 
timber  harvests. 

Forestlands  on  Rattlesnake  Mountain  would  be 
classified  as  a  restricted  management  area  where 
wildlife,  watershed,  and  recreation  resource 
values  would  be  emphasized.  Partial  cutting, 
extended  forest  crop  rotations,  or  other  restric- 
tions on  forest  management  would  be  applied. 

The  BLM  would  seek  to  acquire  administrative 
access  along  Trail  Creek  to  Rattlesnake  Moun- 
tain. 

A  maximum  of  500  MBF  of  sawtimber  would  be 
harvested  from  about  70  acres  annually.  Silvicul- 
tural  treatments  would  be  designed  to  favor 
spruce  and  fir  regeneration.  Over  the  life  of  the 
plan,  lodgepole  pine  would  be  clearcut  from 
about  145  acres,  and  mixed  conifers  would  be  har- 
vested from  about  215  acres  with  the  use  of  two- 
stage  shelterwood  and  selective  cutting  tech- 
niques. 

All  forestlands  outside  the  Rattlesnake  Moun- 
tain area  would  be  managed  to  enhance  or  main- 
tain other  resources  or  resource  uses  such  as  rec- 
reation opportunities,  livestock  grazing,  wildlife, 
watershed,  and  scenic  values.  Some  of  these  fore- 
stlands are  on  the  west  slope  of  the  Bighorn  Moun- 
tains, on  Carter  Mountain,  and  on  Little  Mountain. 


Forestland  Management 

The  objective  for  forestland  management  is  to 
meet  timber  harvest  objectives  and  improve  forest 
and  wildlife  habitat  values. 

Approximately  1,500  cords  of  fuelwood— 750 
thousand  board  feet  (MBF)  per  year— would  be 
harvested. 

About  300  acres  would  be  planted  and  seeded 
with  conifer  species  to  regenerate  areas  pre- 
viously denuded  by  wildfire  and  harvesting.  Other 
harvested  areas  would  be  planted  with  coniferspe- 
cies  if  these  areas  did  not  regenerate  naturally 
within  15  years  of  the  harvest. 

The  BLM  would  allow  precommercial  thinning 
in  overstocked  areas  and  regenerated  timber  sale 
areas  when  trees  in  those  areas  reached  the  20- 
to  30-year  age  class.  An  average  of  30  acres  per 
year  would  be  thinned. 

The  Rattlesnake  Mountain  Forest  Management 
Plan  would  be  revised  for  better  integration  of 
forest  and  wildlife  management  practices. 

About  1/2  miles  of  roads  would  be  built  annually 
to  meet  planned  harvest  needs.  Possible  road  clo- 
sures would  be  assessed  individually.  Generally, 


Geothermal  Resources 

The  objective  for  management  of  geothermal 
resources  is  to  maintain  opportunities  for  geoth- 
ermal exploration  and  development. 

Geothermal  resources  would  be  available  for 
leasing  in  areas  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  All 
other  areas  would  be  closed  to  geothermal  leas- 
ing. Exploration  for  and  development  of  geother- 
mal resources  would  be  allowed  subject  to  restric- 
tions on  surface-disturbing  activities  in  the  same 
manner  that  these  restrictions  are  applied  to  oil 
and  gas  activities  (see  appendixes  B  and  K  and 
the  "Restrictions"  section  of  this  proposed  plan). 

Anticipated  Levels  of  Activity:  No  geothermal 
leasing  or  development  interest  has  been  identi- 
fied in  the  planning  area.  It  is  anticipated  that 
development  will  not  occur  within  the  next  ten 
years. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste 

The  objective  for  management  of  hazardous 
materials  and  waste  is  to  protect  public  health  and 
safety  from  hazardous  waste  contamination. 
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Hazardous  Materials 

For  activities  on  public  lands  that  use  hazard- 
ous materials,  the  BLM  would  monitor  precaution- 
ary measures  and  contingency  plans  to  guard 
against  releases  or  spills  into  the  environment. 


Hazardous  Wastes 

Public  land  sites  contaminated  with  hazardous 
wastes  would  be  reported,  secured,  and  cleaned 
up  according  to  applicable  federal  and  state  reg- 
ulations. Parties  responsible  for  contamination 
would  be  liable  for  cleanup  and  resource  damage 
costs,  as  prescribed  in  federal  and  state  regula- 
tions. 


Other  Hazards 

If  hazards  should  be  identified,  the  BLM  would 
provide  warnings  as  appropriate  and  establish  pre- 
cautions regarding  safety  hazards  associated 
with  the  use  of  any  areas  on  public  land. 


Lands  and  Realty  Management 

The  objectives  for  lands  and  realty  manage- 
ment are  to  manage  the  public  lands  to  support 
the  goals  and  objectives  of  other  resource  pro- 
grams, to  respond  to  public  demand  for  land  use 
authorizations,  and  to  acquire  administrative  and 
public  access  where  necessary. 


Access 

The  BLM  would  seek  to  acquire  administrative 
access  along  Trail  Creek  to  Rattlesnake  Moun- 
tain. 

Acquisition  of  public  access  to  the  Little  Moun- 
tain and  Cedar  Mountain  areas  would  have  prior- 
ity. 

Public  access  opportunities  in  the  Carter  Moun- 
tain area  would  be  maintained. 

The  BLM  would  retain  recreational  access  to 
public  lands  along  the  North  and  South  forks  of 
the  Shoshone  River,  to  tracts  covered  by  the  Big- 
horn River  HMP/RAMP,  and  to  public  land  along 
the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River. 


Landownership  Adjustments 

About  55,900  acres  would  be  available  for  con- 
sideration for  disposal  under  the  public  land  sale 
authority  of  FLPMA  (section  203),  subject  to  site- 


specific  disposal  criteria  (appendix  E  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS).  Priority  would  be  given  to  disposal  of 
lands  to  meet  community  needs.  (See  section  on 
"Withdrawals  and  Classifications"  for  other  lands 
that  may  have  potential  for  future  disposal.) 

Whether  or  not  the  areas  are  included  in  the 
55,900  acres  mentioned  above,  the  BLM  would 
consider  any  proposals  for  disposal  of  BLM- 
administered  public  lands  in  the  planning  area. 
Lands  considered  for  disposal  under  section  203 
of  FLPMA  also  may  be  considered  for  disposal  by 
other  means,  including  desert  land  patent, 
exchange,  and  R&PP  patent.  The  preferred 
method  of  disposal  would  be  through  exchange. 

Through  land  exchanges,  the  BLM  would  try  to 
acquire  nonfederal  lands  in  sections  28,  29,  32, 
and  33,  T.  56  N.,  R.  94  W.;  sections  4  and  5,  T.  55 
N.,  R.  94  W.,  and  in  other  areas  that  contain  recov- 
ery habitat  for  threatened  or  endangered  species. 

The  Franklin  Floyd  exchange  proposal  would 
be  pursued  to  obtain  about  180  acres  that  would 
complement  wildlife  habitat  management  in  the 
Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP  area. 

Other  lands  would  be  considered  for  acquisi- 
tion individually.  (Appendix  E  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
ElScontains  information  on  landsforpotential  ac- 
quisition.) 

Anticipated  Levels  of  Activity:  An  average  of 
about  2,000  acres  per  year  would  be  disposed  of 
over  a  period  of  10  to  20  years  through  desert  land 
patents,  mineral  patents,  and  R&PP  patents  and 
public  sale.  About  500  acres  per  year  would  be  dis- 
posed of  through  exchanges,  and  an  equal  acre- 
age would  be  acquired  through  these  exchanges. 


Utility/Transportation  Systems 

When  rights-of-way  would  be  required  in  avoid- 
ance areas  or  when  the  area  could  not  reasonably 
be  avoided,  the  effects  of  right-of-way  construc- 
tion would  be  intensively  mitigated. 

Areas  that  would  be  designated  as  utility  and 
pipeline  corridors  and  communication  site  win- 
dows are  shown  on  map  6.  These  areas  would 
include  existing  right-of-way  concentration  areas 
and  three  communication  sites.  Designated  corri- 
dors and  windows  would  be  the  preferred  loca- 
tions for  placement  of  future  communication  sites 
and  utility  pipeline  rights-of-way.  Transportation 
corridors  would  not  be  designated. 

To  protect  scenic  quality,  placement  of  above- 
ground  facilities  such  as  power  lines  would  be 
avoided  along  major  transportation  routes  to  the 
extent  possible. 
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(/-\)   Full  Suppression  Area 
C-^T)   Limited  Suppression  Area 


Map  2 
Fire  Management 
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Scale  in  Miles 


Existing  Right-of-Way  Concentration  Area 
Proposed  Transmission  Line  Corridor 
9H       Proposed  Communication  Site  Window 


Map  6 
Rights-of-Way 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


A  right-of-way  avoidance  area  for  construction 
of  aboveground  power  lines  would  be  designated 
within  2  miles  of  the  Bighorn  River  and  within  1 
mile  of  the  Shoshone  and  Greybull  rivers  and  the 
Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone.  The  avoidance 
area  would  be  designated  to  reduce  mortality  of 
raptors,  waterfowl,  and  other  water  birds  from 
electrocution  and  collisions  (see  revised  map  10). 

The  Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP  area  would  be 
designated  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area  to  pro- 
tect wildlife,  scenic,  and  recreational  values. 

The  black-footed  ferret  essential  habitat  area 
would  be  designated  a  right-of-way  avoidance 
area  for  roads  and  aboveground  power  lines.  The 
purpose  of  this  designation  would  be  to  minimize 
surface  disturbances  in  the  essential  habitat  area 
and  to  reduce  the  number  of  raptor  perch  sites 
from  which  raptors  could  prey  upon  ferrets. 

Lands  within  21/2  miles  of  active  bald  eagle  nests 
and  within  %  mile  of  other  raptor  nests  would  be 
designated  right-of-way  avoidance  areas  for  road 
construction. 

Peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat  areas  would 
be  designated  avoidance  areas  for  the  placement 
of  new  roads  and  aboveground  power  lines. 

Significant  segments  of  historic  trails  would  be 
avoided  for  the  placement  of  all  types  of  rights-of- 
way.  Where  feasible,  rights-of-way  would  be 
placed  across  trail  routes  in  existing  right-of-way 
crossing  areas. 

Anticipated  Levels  of  Activity:  It  is  anticipated 
that  during  the  next  ten  years  about  650  to  700 
acres  will  be  disturbed  by  pipeline  rights-of-way, 
550  to  600  acres  by  power  line  construction,  3,000 
acres  by  road  rights-of-way,  and  250  to  300  acres 
by  other  types  of  right-of-way  construction.  More 
detailed  information  concerning  foreseeable 
right-of-way  development  is  on  file  in  the  manage- 
ment situation  analysis,  which  is  available  at  the 
Cody  Resource  Area  office. 


Withdrawals  and  Classifications 

About  202,000  acres  of  land  withdrawn  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BOR)  would  be  opened 
to  operation  of  the  general  mining  laws  and  the 
public  land  laws.  On  about  27,300  acres  of  lands 
withdrawn  forthe  BOR  and  otherfederal  agencies 
(not  including  BLM),  closures  to  the  mining  and 
public  land  laws  would  remain  in  effect. 

About  500,000  acres  of  C&MU  classified  lands 
would  be  opened  to  operation  of  the  public  land 
laws.  About  680  acres  of  C&MU  classified  lands 
also  would  be  opened  to  operation  of  the  general 
mining  laws.  For  the  protection  of  recreation 
values  and  rare  plants  at  Five  Springs  Falls,  impor- 


tant caves  on  Little  Mountain,  and  scenic  river  eli- 
gibility for  Porcupine  Creek,  about  3,720  acres  of 
C&MU  classified  lands  would  remain  closed  to 
operation  of  the  general  mining  laws. 

The  Newton  Lakes  area  (about  480  acres)  and 
the  Heart  Mountain  Relocation  Site  (about  320 
acres)  would  be  protected  by  a  "no  surface  occu- 
pancy" restriction  on  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development.  Other  surface-disturbing  activities 
generally  would  be  prohibited.  These  activities 
would  include  such  things  as  salable  minerals 
exploration  and  development  and  right-of-way 
construction  (except  rights-of-way  related  to 
development  of  recreational  or  interpretive  facil- 
ities). 

Interpretive  facilities  would  be  developed  at  the 
Heart  Mountain  Relocation  Site  to  enhance  cul- 
tural and  historic  values. 

The  Newton  Lakes  area  and  the  Heart  Mountain 
Relocation  Site  would  continue  to  be  closed  to 
locatable  mineral  development. 

About  7,200  acres  of  BOR-withdrawn  lands 
would  be  considered  fordisposal  underthe  public 
land  sale  authority  of  FLPMA  (section  203)  after 
these  lands  were  restored  to  operation  of  the  pub- 
lic land  laws  (see  appendix  E  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS). 


Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  objective  for  livestock  grazing  manage- 
ment is  to  improve  forage  production  and  ecolog- 
ical condition  forthe  benefit  of  livestock  use,  wild- 
life, and  watershed  resources. 

Short-term  livestock  grazing  use  would  vary 
from  about  71,741  to  90,895  AUMs  of  forage  use 
annually. 

Short-term  reductions  in  livestock  use  would  be 
implemented  on  47  allotments  to  reduce  conflicts 
with  wildlife.  To  protect  about  1,800  acres  of 
wetland/riparian  areas,  other  livestock  use  would 
be  managed  by  the  development  of  off-site  water 
sources  or  by  the  elimination  of  grazing. 

Long-term  livestock  grazing  use  would  vary 
from  about  73,070  to  75,354  AUMs  annually  (see 
appendix  G  of  this  document). 

The  actual  level  of  livestock  grazing  use  would 
be  based  on  monitoring  and/or  negotiation  with 
grazing  permittees. 

Spring  grazing  would  be  modified  on  about 
seven  "I"  category  allotments  through  the  use  of 
spring  deferment  grazing.  Spring  grazing  on  the 
other  "I"  category  allotments  would  be  modified, 
as  appropriate,  on  the  basis  of  results  of  monitor- 
ing. 
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Grazing  season  of  use  would  remain  the  same 
on  "M"  and  "C"  category  allotments. 

Prairie  dog  town  expansion  would  be  con- 
trolled only  in  two  allotments  on  about  225  acres. 

Livestock  grazing  would  not  be  allowed  in  Big- 
horn River  HMP/RAMP  tracts  (about  2,500  acres). 

High  intensity  monitoring  would  be  conducted 
on  top  priority  "I"  allotments  and  on  AMP  areas 
and  allotments  of  the  McCullough  Peaks  wild 
horse  herd  management  area.  Low  intensity  mon- 
itoring would  be  conducted  on  other  "I"  allot- 
ments and  on  "M"  and  "C"  category  allotments. 

AMPs  would  be  developed  for  all  allotments  in 
the  planning  area.  The  intensity  of  the  manage- 
ment plans  would  depend  on  allotment  condition 
and  resource  conflicts. 

Range  projects,  land  treatments,  and  grazing 
systems  would  be  developed  to  increase  forage 
availability  for  livestock  use  and  to  enhance  wild- 
life, watershed,  and  wetland/riparian  area  values 
(see  appendix  G  of  this  document). 

Structural  projects  would  be  constructed  in 
about30allotments;  land  treatments  would  be  car- 
ried out  on  about  29  allotments;  and  grazing  sys- 
tems would  be  implemented  in  about  14  allot- 
ments. 

Portions  of  allotments  that  are  outside  with- 
drawn stock  driveways  and  are  affected  by  trailing 
would  be  monitored  to  determine  whether  the 
allotment  could  accommodate  trailing  without 
unacceptable  effects  on  resources.  The  BLM 
would  reserve  the  right  to  modify  routes  of  his- 
toric trailing  use,  to  mitigate  any  impacts  asso- 
ciated with  trailing,  or  to  deny  trailing  use  if  the 
impacts  could  not  be  adequately  mitigated. 
Although  the  BLM  would  modify  trailing  use  as 
appropriate,  stock  driveway  withdrawals  gener- 
ally would  be  retained. 


Minerals  Management 

The  objective  for  management  of  the  minerals 
program  is  to  maintain  or  enhance  opportunities 
for  mineral  exploration  and  development. 


Leasable  Minerals— Coal 

The  coal  screening  process  has  not  been  con- 
ducted. Interest  in  exploration  or  leasing  would 
be  handled  case  by  case.  If  an  application  for  a 
coal  lease  should  be  received  sometime  in  the 
future,  an  appropriate  land  use  and  environmen- 
tal analysis,  including  the  coal  screening  process, 
would  be  conducted  to  determine  whether  or  not 


thecoal  areasapplied  forareacceptablefordevel- 
opment  and  for  leasing  consideration.  The  RMP 
would  be  amended  as  necessary. 

Anticipated  Levels  of  Activity:  To  date,  no  inter- 
est has  been  expressed  in  coal  leasing  and  devel- 
opment in  the  planning  area.  It  is  anticipated  that 
there  would  be  no  coal  development  in  the  plan- 
ning area  in  the  next  ten  years. 


Leasable  Minerals— Geophysical  Exploration 

The  planning  area  would  be  open  to  geophys- 
ical exploration  except  for  lands  identified  as 
closed  to  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  lands  with 
"no  surface  occupancy"  restrictions  for  oil  and 
gas.  In  the  latter  group  of  lands,  only  casual  use 
geophysical  exploration  would  be  allowed.  Geo- 
physical exploration  on  open  lands  would  be  sub- 
ject to  restrictions  on  surface-disturbing  activi- 
ties. These  restrictions  would  apply  to  all 
geophysical  exploration,  whether  done  on  land 
already  under  an  oil  and  gas  lease  or  on  land  not 
underlease  (see"Restrictions" section  of  thisdoc- 
ument  and  appendixes  B  and  K). 

Anticipated  Levels  of  Activity:  It  is  estimated 
that  geophysical  exploration  would  occur  on 
about  300  miles  of  seismic  lines  per  year.  More 
detailed  information  concerning  foreseeable  lev- 
els of  geophysical  exploration  is  on  file  in  the  man- 
agement situation  analysis,  which  is  available  at 
the  Cody  Resource  Area  office. 


Leasable  Minerals— Oil  and  Gas 

Oil  and  gas  reclamation  plans  would  be  pre- 
pared to  improve  reclamation  in  old  fields  through- 
out the  planning  area  and  to  allow  for  orderly 
development  of  new  fields. 

Table  3  shows  the  percentage  of  federal  mineral 
estate  in  the  planning  area  with  high,  moderate, 
and  low  potential  for  hydrocarbon  occurrence  on 
which  oil  and  gas  activities  would  be  restricted. 

Map  19  shows  oil  and  gas  fields  and  areas  with 
high,  moderate,  and  low  potential  for  hydrocar- 
bon occurrence.  Map  20,  revised  map  25,  and  map 
29  show  areas  in  which  oil  and  gas  activities 
would  be  restricted. 

Anticipated  Levels  of  Activity:  It  is  estimated 
that  40  to  50  wildcat  wells  and  620  to  630  devel- 
opment wells  would  be  drilled  in  the  planning  area 
during  the  next  ten  years. 

Development  wells  would  be  drilled  in  or  near 
existing  oil  and  gas  fields.  Wildcat  wells  would 
lead  to  the  discovery  of  an  estimated  total  of  six 
new  fields,  each  of  which  probably  would  pro- 
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Revised  Map  10 
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TABLE  3 


RESTRICTIONS   ON    SURFACE    DISTURBANCE    IN   AREAS   WITH 
HIGH,  MODERATE  OR  LOW  HYDROCARBON  POTENTIAL 


Type  of  Restriction 


Area  Affected  in  Each 

Category  (percentage)1 

Alternative 


B 


C2 


D3 


High  Potential  Areas— 1,101,000  Acres 

No  leasing 

"No  surface  occupancy"  restrictions4 

No  surface  use  or  activity5 

Surface  occupancy  allowed  for  more  than  6  months6 

Seasonal  restrictions— Open  3  to  6  months 

Seasonal  restrictions— Open  less  than  3  months 

Moderate  Potential  Areas— 286,600  Acres 

No  leasing 

"No  surface  occupancy"  restrictions4 

No  surface  use  or  activity5 

Surface  occupancy  allowed  for  more  than  6  months6 

Seasonal  restrictions— Open  3  to  6  months 

Seasonal  restrictions— Open  less  than  3  months 

Low  Potential  Areas— 120,600  Acres 

No  leasing 

"No  surface  occupancy"  restrictions4 

No  surface  use  or  activity5 

Surface  occupancy  allowed  for  more  than  6  months6 

Seasonal  restrictions— Open  3  to  6  months 

Seasonal  restrictions— Open  less  than  3  months 


1.3 

1.3 

1.9 

1.3 

3.6 

0.9 

8.1 

2.0 

14.5 

14.5 

10.5 

14.5 

72.1 

82.0 

70.3 

73.0 

8.4 

1.2 

9.1 

9.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0 

0 

0.5 

0 

6.0 

3.8 

17.6 

6.4 

11.5 

11.5 

7.5 

11.5 

82.2 

84.4 

74.1 

81.8 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.1 

0 

7.3 

1.7 

17.9 

4.9 

21.0 

21.0 

19.7 

21.0 

67.9 

73.5 

58.5 

70.3 

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Note:Oil  and  gas  fields  are  shown  in  map  19;  areas  in  which  oil  and  gas  activities  are 
restricted  are  shown  on  maps  20  through  map  29  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

1  Percentage  of  federal  mineral  estate  in  this  category  on  which  these  restrictions  would 
be  applied. 

2  Percentages  in  Alternative  C  reflect  the  maximum  level  of  restriction  that  could  be 
applied  if  "no  surface  occupancy"  guidelines  were  invoked  in  all  sage  grouse  and  sharp- 
tailed  grouse  habitat  areas  and  in  the  proposed  Chapman  Bench  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern. 

3  Percentages  in  Alternative  D  reflect  the  maximum  level  of  restriction  that  could  be 
applied  if  "no  surface  occupancy"  guidelines  were  invoked  in  the  proposed  Chapman 
Bench  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 

4  See  the  "No  Surface  Occupancy  Guideline"  section  of  appendix  B  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS. 

5  This  restriction  is  similar  to  the  "No  Surface  Occupancy  Guideline"  except  that  it  is 
applied  to  protect  wildlife  resources.  (See  the  "Wildlife  Mitigation  Guideline"  section 
of  appendix  B  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.) 

6  Includes  lands  with  seasonal  guidelines  and  lands  subject  to  standard  mitigation 
guidelines  that  limit  activities  on  slopes  and  in  scenic  areas  or  protect  riparian  areas 
and  historic  trails.  (See  the  "Surface  Disturbance  Mitigation  Guidelines"  section  of 
appendix  B  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.) 
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duce  less  than  1  million  barrels  of  oil  or  6  billion 
cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  during  its  lifetime. 
Approximately  30  to  35  development  wells  would 
be  drilled  in  these  six  new  fields  (see  "Restric- 
tions" section  of  this  document  and  appendixes 
B  and  K).  More  detailed  information  concerning 
foreseeable  levels  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  is  on  file  in  the  management  situa- 
tion analysis,  which  is  available  at  the  Cody 
Resource  Area  office. 


Locatable  Minerals 

Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP  tracts  (about  2,500 
acres)  would  be  closed  to  locatable  mineral  entry 
to  protect  recreational  values  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Plans  of  operations  or  notices  of  intent  would 
be  required  for  locatable  mineral  exploration  and 
development  (except  casual  use)  consistent  with 
regulations. 

Anticipated  Levels  of  Activity:  About  400  acres 
of  disturbance  per  year  would  be  caused  by  ben- 
tonite  mining,  which  would  be  primarily  on  the 
west  flank  of  the  Bighorn  Mountains  and  the 
southern  flank  of  the  Pryor  Mountains  north  of 
Cowley  and  Lovell. 

About  5  acres  per  year  would  continue  to  be  dis- 
turbed by  gypsum  mining,  and  less  than  5  acres 
per  year  would  be  disturbed  by  uranium  explora- 
tion and  development. 


Lakes  motocross  area,  and  areas  near  Powell  and 
Greybull.  These  areas  would  be  designated  either 
open  to  all  uses  or  limited  to  specific  types  of  ORV 
use,  depending  on  management  needs. 

Bullet  impact  zones  comprising  about  2,000 
acres  around  the  Buffalo  Bill  Shooting  Complex 
and  the  Lovell  Rod  and  Gun  Club  shooting  range 
would  be  closed  to  ORV  use. 

ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads 
and  trails  on  about  95,800  acres  to  protect  visual 
resources  in  areas  with  Class  II  VRM  ratings  and 
fragile  soils. 

On  about  12,780  acres  of  threatened  or  endan- 
gered species  habitat,  ORV  use  would  be  limited 
to  designated  roads  and  trails,  or  seasonal  restric- 
tions would  be  applied. 

ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads 
and  trails  on  about  1,000  acres  to  protect  signif- 
icant cultural  resources. 

ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads 
and  trails  on  about  2,000  acres  over  cave  pas- 
sages. 

ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads 
and  trails  in  the  Bighorn  River  and  West  Slope 
SRMAs  (about  207,300  acres). 

To  enhance  management  of  forest  and  wildlife 
habitat,  ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated 
roads  and  trails  on  about  19,000  acres  on  Rattle- 
snake Mountain. 


Salable  Minerals 

Sales  of  mineral  materials  from  existing  sites 
would  be  allowed.  Proposed  sales  from  new  sites 
would  be  evaluated  individually. 

Anticipated  Levels  of  Activity:  About  40  acres 
per  year  would  be  disturbed  by  mining  for  salable 
minerals. 


Off-Road  Vehicle  Management 

The  objectives  for  off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  man- 
agement are  to  maintain  or  enhance  opportuni- 
ties for  ORV  use  and  to  mitigate  effects  on 
resource  values. 

ORV  use  in  the  planning  area  would  be  limited 
to  existing  roads  and  trails  except  as  described 
below  and  shown  on  map  13.  (Acreages  listed  in 
this  section  are  not  additive  because  of  overlap.) 

ORV  play  areas  would  be  established  in  suit- 
able areas  such  as  the  bentonite  hills  near  Lovell, 
Irma  Flats/Diamond  Basin  near  Cody,  the  Lovell 


Recreation  Management 

The  objective  for  recreation  management  is  to 
enhance  opportunities  for  primitive  recreation 
while  increasing  visitor  services  in  some  areas  to 
meet  needs  for  more  developed  forms  of  recre- 
ation. 

Cave  management  in  the  Worland  Caves  SRMA 
would  continue  under  the  Worland  Cave  Manage- 
ment Plan.  Caves  with  significant  resource  values 
would  be  added  to  the  Worland  Caves  SRMA  (see 
map  14). 

Recreational  use  of  the  Bighorn  River  for  fish- 
ing, hunting,  and  float  boating  would  be  managed 
under  the  Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP. 

Four  additional  SRMAs  would  be  designated. 
The  West  Slope  SRMA  (covering  the  west  slope 
of  the  Bighorn  Mountains)  and  the  Bighorn  River 
SRMA  would  total  about  207,300  acres.  About 
5,000  acres  would  be  designated  an  SRMA  along 
the  North  and  South  Forks  of  the  Shoshone  River 
and  on  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River. 
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Scale  in  Miles 


Known  Geologic  Structures 
(~)   High  Potential  for  Hydrocarbons 
Cj^Tl   Moderate  Potential  for  Hydrocarbons 
(\-^   Low  Potential  for  Hydrocarbons 


Map  19 

Hydrocarbon  Potential  and 

Oil  and  Gas  Fields 


Map  20 
Oil  and  Gas  No  Leasing  Areas 


Scale  in  Miles 


No  Surface  Occupancy 
©        Known  Caves 
Q        Game  and  Fish  Access  Areas 
@        Shooting  Club 

No  Surface  Use  or  Activity 
^    Prairie  Dog  Colony 

I  Black-Footed  Ferret  Essential  Habitat 

:'.'-.     Bald  Eagle  Nesting  Habitat 

•         Sage  Grouse  Lek 

fy.   Peregrine  Falcon  Recovery  Habitat 
(applies  to  new  oil  and  gas  leases) 


©       Five  Springs  Falls  Proposed  ACEC 
§1  Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP 


Q    |  Yellowtail  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Unit 


Revised  Map  25 
Oil  and  Gas  Fulltime  Restrictions 


Chapman  Bench  Proposed  ACEC 

Big  Game  Winter  Range  and  Calving  Area 

Peregrine  Falcon  Recovery  Habitat 
(applies  to  existing  oil  and  gas  leases) 

Raptor  Nesting  Habitat  or  Sharp-tailed 

v        or  Sage  Grouse  Habitat 

In  the  Chapman  Bench  Proposed  ACEC,  some  activities  may  be 
permanently  restricted  if  the  total  surface  disturbance  exceeds 
5%  of  that  area. 


Map  29 
Oil  and  Gas  Seasonal  Restrictions 


^J  $:  Closed  to  ORV  Use 

ORV  Use  Limited  to  Designated  Roads  and  Trails 

Si       ORV  Play  Area 

ORV  use  in  the  remainder  of  the  Cody  Resource  Area 
is  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails. 


Map  13 
Off-Road  Vehicle  Management 


Caves  in  Worland  Cave  SRMA 

Game  and  Fish  Access  Areas 

Shooting  Club 

Five  Springs  Falls  Campground 

Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP 

See  Table  2  for  description  of  areas  that  would  be 
developed  under  each  alternative.    (Interpretive  sites 
mentioned  in  Table  2  are  not  shown  on  this  map.) 


Map  14 
Existing  Recreation  Management  Areas 
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The  objectives  of  this  SRMA  would  be  to  maintain 
the  existing  natural  and  scenic  characteristics  of 
the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River  and  to 
maintain  access  for  public  recreation  on  the 
Clarks  Fork,  North  Fork,  and  South  Fork  Rivers. 
Another  SRMA  would  comprise  significant  seg- 
ments of  historic  trails  (see  revised  map  15).  Activ- 
ity plans  would   be  developed  for  all   SRMAs. 

All  portions  of  the  planning  area  not  desig- 
nated SRMAs  would  be  designated  an  extensive 
recreation  management  area  (ERMA),  and  an 
activity  plan  would  be  developed  for  the  ERMA. 

The  BLM  would  develop  recreation  sitesat  Rain- 
bow Canyon,  at  Hogan  Reservoir,  and  on  desig- 
nated Bighorn  River  tracts. 

An  interpretive  site  would  be  developed  for  the 
McCullough  Peaks  wild  horse  herd  area.  Addi- 
tional directional  and  interpreiive  signs  would  be 
installed  to  facilitate  recreational  use  of  the  west 
slope  of  the  Bighorn  Mountains;  Cedar  Mountain; 
the  Nez  Perce  and  Bridger  historic  trails;  the  Fort 
Washakie  to  Red  Lodge  stage  route;  the  Sho- 
shone, Greybull,  and  Bighorn  rivers;  and  the 
Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River. 


Visual  Resource  Management 

The  objective  for  visual  resource  management 
is  to  maintain  or  improve  scenic  values  and  visual 
quality. 

Visual  resource  values  would  be  considered 
before  land  uses  would  be  authorized.  Visual 
resources  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with 
objectives  for  VRM  classes  that  have  been 
assigned  to  the  planning  area.  These  VRM  classes 
are  shown  on  map  16.  Adverse  effects  on  visual 
resources  would  be  mitigated  through  the  use  of 
Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines  (ap- 
pendix B).  The  BLM's  system  of  visual  resource 
management  is  described  in  appendix  H  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS. 


Watershed  Management 

The  objectives  for  watershed  management  are 
to  stabilize  and  conserve  soils,  to  increase  vege- 
tative production,  and  to  maintain  or  improve 
water  quality. 

About  700  acres  of  spreader  dikes  and  ten  deten- 
tion dams  would  be  maintained.  Other  watershed 
projects  would  be  maintained  as  necessary. 

Water  quality  would  be  monitored  in  areas 
where  noxious  weeds  were  treated.  Priority  for 
monitoring    would    be    assigned    to    municipal 


watersheds,  fish  hatchery  supply  watersheds,  and 
domestic  or  agricultural  use  watersheds  with 
major  fish-bearing  streams. 

To  reduce  sediment  loadings  in  streams  and 
river  segments,  the  BLM  would  implement  "best 
management  practices"  recommended  in  the 
state  of  Wyoming's  Bighorn  Basin  water  quality 
plans  (see  appendix  I  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 
These  BMPs  would  be  contained  in  various  BLM 
activity  plans  and  in  BLM  use  authorizations,  as 
appropriate.  Priority  stream  segments  for  use  of 
BMPs  and  development  of  watershed  activity 
plans  would  as  follows: 

Priority  1.  Shoshone  River  from  its  conflu- 
ence with  the  Bighorn  River  to  Buffalo  Bill 
Dam.  Within  the  Shoshone  subbasin,  priority 
drainages  would  be  Whistle,  Deer,  Coon,  and 
Sand  creeks,  Roan  Wash,  and  Foster  Gulch. 

Priority  2.  Bighorn  River  from  Bighorn  Reser- 
voir to  Greybull.  Within  the  Bighorn  sub- 
basin,  priority  drainages  would  be  Crystal, 
Bear,  and  Dry  Bear  creeks  (see  map  17). 

The  BLM  might  acquire  oil  and  gas  explora- 
tory wells  and  geophysical  drill  holes  that  pro- 
duce water.  These  wells  would  be  developed  for 
multiple  use  if  they  metthecriteria  listed  in  appen- 
dix I  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  water  well  conver- 
sion. 

To  obtain  valid  water  rights,  the  BLM  would  file 
all  water-related  projects  with  the  Wyoming  State 
Engineer's  office. 

If  karst  areas  were  discovered  that  exhibit  under- 
ground drainage  characteristics  similar  to  those 
in  the  Spanish  Point  Karst  proposed  ACEC  (in  the 
Washakie  Resource  Area),  they  would  be  pro- 
posed for  ACEC  designation. 


Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Nine  stream  segments  were  studied  to  deter- 
mine their  potential  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  New  table  1 
reflects  the  analysis  and  conclusion  of  this  pro- 
posal (see  new  map  1). 


Wilderness  Study  Areas 

Recommendations  for  designation  or  nondesig- 
nation  of  WSAs  as  wilderness  would  be  submitted 
to  Congress  through  the  Director  of  the  BLM,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  President.  (Man- 
agement prescriptions  forthe  24, 570-acre  McCul- 
lough Peaks  WSA  and  recommendations  regard- 
ing wilderness  designation  or  nondesignation  are 
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covered  in  the  Grass  Creek/Cody  Wilderness  EIS; 
therefore,  they  have  not  been  repeated  in  this  doc- 
ument.) Until  Congress  acts,  the  McCullough 
Peaks  WSA  would  be  managed  under  the  BLM's 
interim  management  policy.  Whatever  decision 
Congress  makes  on  this  WSA  will  become  part  of 
the  final  Cody  RMP,  and  if  necessary  the  RMP  will 
be  amended. 


Wild  Horse  Management 

The  objective  for  management  of  wild  horses 
in  the  McCullough  Peaks  area  is  to  maintain  a  via- 
ble herd  of  wild  horses  so  that  the  free-roaming 
natureof  the  herd  would  be  maintained  and  oppor- 
tunities would  be  available  for  the  public  to  view 
wild  horses. 

The  McCullough  Peaks  wild  horse  herd  area 
would  be  managed  so  that  an  overall  population 
of  100  horses  would  be  maintained.  All  horses 
have  been  removed  from  the  Foster  Gulch  herd 
management  area  as  outlined  in  the  wild  horse 
herd  area  management  plan  (USDI,  BLM  1985). 
Although  the  Foster  Gulch  area  would  not  be  man- 
aged for  wild  horses,  its  status  as  a  wild  horse 
herd  area  would  be  maintained  (see  map  18). 

Approximately  5  milesof  fence  would  be  built 
adjacent  to  private  land  on  the  northern  boundary 
of  the  McCullough  Peaks  herd  area  to  contain 
wild  horses  in  the  herd  area. 


Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat 

The  objective  for  management  of  wildlife  and 
fish  habitat  is  to  maintain  and  enhance  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  so  that  the  forage  production 
and  quality  of  rangelands  and  fish  and  wild  life  hab- 
itat would  be  maintained  or  improved. 

The  condition  of  uncommon  and  important  wild- 
life habitats  would  be  maintained  or  improved 
through  vegetative  manipulations,  standard  mitig- 
ative  measures,  or  other  management  actions. 
Uncommon  and  important  wildlife  habitats 
include  wetlands;  mountain  shrublands;  and 
Douglas-fir,  Engelmann  spruce-subalpinefir,  and 
aspen-conifer  forestlands. 

The  Peregrine  Falcon  Recovery,  West  Slope, 
Bighorn  River,  and  Cody  Wetlands  HMPs  would 
be  revised  as  necessary  and  implemented. 

Pending  the  development  of  a  site-specific  man- 
agement plan,  public  lands  within  2Vz  miles  of 
active  bald  eagle  nests  (currently  involving  about 
2,480  acres  of  public  land)  would  be  managed  as 
essential  habitat  for  bald  eagle  production  and 
recovery. 


The  following  areas  would  be  incorporated  into 
the  Yellowtail  Habitat  Management  Unit  for  bald 
eagle  recovery:  Tract  84  north  of  the  Shoshone 
River,  T.  56  N.,  R.  95  W.,  sec.  4,  lots  3  and  4;  sec. 
5,  lot  3;  and  sec.  6,  lot  8.  Management  of  these 
areas  would  be  consistent  with  that  of  other  lands 
in  the  habitat  management  unit. 

Sagebrush  control  would  be  allowed  in  sensi- 
tive wildlife  habitat  areas  subject  to  the  use  of  res- 
trictions to  protect  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Sagebrush  control  would  be  allowed  within  500 
feet  of  water  unless  site-specific  environmental 
analyses  indicated  a  need  for  the  restriction. 

Wetlands  and  fisheries  habitat  would  be  man- 
aged to  improve  and  enhance  values  through  res- 
trictions on  surface-disturbing  activities  and  im- 
plementation of  management  practices  such  as 
planting  vegetation,  installing  structures  and 
fences,  reducing  sedimentation,  acquiring  water 
sources,  developing  springs,  and  maintaining  res- 
ervoirs. 

So  that  existing  prairie  dog  ecosystems  could 
be  maintained  for  the  recovery  of  black-footed 
ferrets  and  burrowing  owls  and  for  better  manage- 
ment of  swift  fox  recovery,  the  use  of  poisons 
lethal  to  vertebrate  animals  would  be  avoided  in 
the  planning  area.  The  use  of  poisons  would  be 
allowed  only  when  no  other  control  methods 
would  be  feasible  or  practical.  Such  use  would  be 
subject  to  established  animal  damage  control 
procedures. 

Chemical  control  of  noxious  weeds  generally 
would  be  prohibited  in  areas  designated  as  hab- 
itat for  sensitive  species.  Exceptions  would  be 
considered  only  after  environmental  analysis  and 
after  consultation  with  county  weed  and  pest  con- 
trol authorities  regarding  the  need  for  treatment 
and  methods  of  treatment. 

For  the  protection  of  prey  bases  essential  to  the 
peregrine  falcon  and  other  birds,  spraying  of 
insecticides  would  not  be  allowed  unless  it  was 
determined  that  economically  important  levels  of 
insect  infestation  were  present.  Such  spraying 
would  be  done  only  after  the  completion  of  site- 
specific  environmental  analyses.  (More  specific 
restrictions  that  would  be  applied  locally  in  the 
Chapman  Bench  proposed  ACEC  are  described 
under  "Chapman  Bench"  in  this  proposed  plan.) 

The  BLM  would  work  cooperatively  with  the 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (WGFD), 
the  Forest  Service  (FS),  and  other  agencies  and 
organizations  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  rees- 
tablishing bighorn  sheep  on  the  West  Slope  of  the 
Bighorn  Mountains.  If  the  reestablishment  is  fea- 
sible, the  BLM  would  support  this  effort. 
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Rainbow  Canyon 

Newton  Lakes 

Hogan  and  Luce  Reservoirs 

Historic  Trails  SRMA 

West  Slope  SRMA 

Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP  and  SRMA 

|    Rivers  SRMA 

See  Table  2  for  description  ot  areas  that  would  be 
developed  under  each  alternative.    (Interpretive  sites 
mentioned  in  Table  2  are  not  shown  on  this  map.] 


Revised  Map  15 
Proposed  Recreation  Management  Areas 


Scale  in  Miles 


ONE  |    Management  Class  I 
Management  Class  II 
Management  Class  IH 
Management  Class  IV 


NONE      Management  Class  V 


Map  16 
Visual  Resource  Management 


Scale  in  Miles 


Shoshone  River  Watershed  Management  Plan  Area 
Bighorn  River  Watershed  Management  Plan  Area 


Map  17 
Watershed  Management 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 
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Scale  in  Miles 


Rivers  determined  eligible  for  designation 
Rivers  determined  ineligible  for  designation 


New  Map  1 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Areas 


Scale  in  Miles 

McCullough  Peaks  Herd  Area 
Foster  Gulch  Herd  Area 


Map  18 
Wild  Horse  Herd  Management  Areas 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


Management  Actions  in  Proposed 
ACECs 

Carter  Mountain  Proposed  ACEC 

Designations  and  Objectives 

An  area  of  about  7,819  acres  would  be  desig- 
nated an  ACEC  (see  maps  30  and  31). 

The  objective  for  management  of  the  Carter 
Mountain  proposed  ACEC  is  to  protect  areas  of 
unique  alpine  tundra  and  fragile  soils. 

Restrictions  on  Surface-Disturbing  Activities 

The  Carter  Mountain  proposed  ACEC  would  be 
open  to  exploration  for  and  development  of  leas- 
able minerals. 

Forthe  protection  of  fragilesoilsand  alpine  tun- 
dra, surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  prohi- 
bited on  slopes  of  more  than  7%.  This  would  apply 
to  exploration  for  and  development  of  leasable 
minerals  and  to  geophysical  exploration  and  right- 
of-way  construction. 

For  the  protection  of  crucial  winter  range  for 
mule  deer  and  bighorn  sheep,  seasonal  restric- 
tions would  be  applied  to  surface-disturbing  activ- 
ities and  land  uses  such  as  exploration  and  devel- 
opment for  leasable  and  salable  minerals, 
geophysical  exploration  (except  casual  use),  rec- 
reation, and  construction  activities  (including 
development  of  range  projects). 

Cultural  Resource  Management 

Class  III  cultural  resource  inventories  would  be 
conducted  before  surface-disturbing  activities 
could  be  authorized.  Effects  on  cultural  resources 
would  be  mitigated  or  avoided. 

Fire  Management 

The  proposed  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a 
full  suppression  area  for  wildfire,  although  the  use 
of  heavy  equipment  would  be  restricted  to  protect 
fragile  soils  and  alpine  tundra.  Prescribed  fire 
would  be  used  as  appropriate  to  accomplish  man- 
agement objectives  described  in  resource  activity 
plans  such  as  AMPs. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 

Hazardous  Materials.  For  activities  on  public 
lands  that  use  hazardous  materials,  the  BLM 
would  monitor  precautionary  measures  and  con- 
tingency plans  to  guard  against  releases  or  spills 
into  the  environment. 


Hazardous  Wastes.  Public  land  sites  contami- 
nated with  hazardous  wastes  would  be  reported, 
secured,  and  cleaned  up  according  to  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations.  Parties  responsible 
for  contamination  would  be  liable  for  cleanup  and 
resource  damage  costs  as  prescribed  in  federal 
and  state  regulations. 


Other  Hazards.  If  hazards  should  be  identified, 
the  BLM  would  provide  warnings  as  appropriate 
and  establish  precautions  regarding  safety  haz- 
ards associated  with  the  use  of  any  areas  on  pub- 
lic land. 


Lands  and  Realty 

Access.  Existing  public  access  opportunities 
through  the  proposed  ACEC  would  be  main- 
tained, but  additional  access  would  not  be 
sought. 


Landownership  Adjustments.  About  840  acres 
would  be  identified  for  possible  acquisition  to 
improve  management  through  consolidation  of 
landownership. 


Utility/Transportation  Systems.  The  Carter  Moun- 
tain proposed  ACEC  would  be  designated  an 
avoidance  area  for  placement  of  future  rights-of- 
way.  When  rights-of-way  would  be  required  orthe 
proposed  ACEC  could  not  reasonably  be 
avoided,  the  effects  of  right-of-way  construction 
on  soils,  watershed,  and  alpine  tundra  would  be 
intensively  mitigated. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Livestock  grazing  would  continue  on  three  allot- 
ments in  the  proposed  ACEC. 
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Minerals  Management 

The  proposed  ACEC  would  be  open  to  locata- 
ble  mineral  entry.  A  plan  of  operations  would  be 
required  for  all  locatable  mineral  exploration  and 
development  (except  casual  use),  including  dis- 
turbances that  would  cover  5  acres  or  less. 


Off-Road  Vehicle  Management 

ORV  use  in  the  proposed  ACEC  would  be  res- 
tricted to  designated  roads  and  trails. 


such  things  as  leasable  minerals  exploration  and 
development,  geophysical  exploration  (except 
casual  use),  and  construction  activities,  including 
right-of-way  development. 


Cultural  Resource  Management 

Class  III  cultural  resource  inventories  would  be 
before   surface-disturbing 


conducted 

could  be  authorized.  Effects  on  cultura 

would  be  mitigated  or  avoided. 


activities 
resources 


Recreation  Management 

Recreational  sites  would  not  be  developed, 
few  interpretive  signs  would  be  installed. 


Visual  Resource  Management 

Visual  resources  would  be  managed  in  accord- 
ance with  Class  II  VRM  objectives  (see  appendix 
H  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 

Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Management 

During  periods  of  severe  winter  weather  (aver- 
age of  about  two  years  out  of  ten),  approval  of  the 
BLM  would  be  required  before  snow  could  be 
removed  to  gain  access  to  leases  and  permits  in 
big  game  winter  ranges.  The  purpose  would  be 
to  minimize  unnecessary  human  disturbance  dur- 
ing periods  that  wildlife  are  under  stress. 

Chapman  Bench  Proposed  ACEC 

Designation  and  Objective 

About  15,400  acres  of  Chapman  Bench  would 
be  designated  an  ACEC  (see  map  32). 

The  objective  for  management  of  the  Chapman 
Bench  proposed  ACEC  is  to  protect  an  important 
long-billed  curlew  and  mountain  plover  nesting 
concentration  area  and  adjacent  habitat  along 
Sand  Coulee. 


Fire  Management 

The  proposed  ACEC  would  be  a  limited  sup- 
pression area  for  wildfire.  Prescribed  fire  would 
be  used  as  appropriate  to  accomplish  manage- 
ment objectives  described  in  resource  activity 
plans  such  as  HMPs  and  AMPs. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 

Hazardous  Materials.  For  activities  on  public 
lands  that  use  hazardous  materials,  the  BLM 
would  monitor  precautionary  measures  and  con- 
tingency plans  to  guard  against  releases  or  spills 
into  the  environment. 


Hazardous  Wastes.  Public  land  sites  contami- 
nated with  hazardous  wastes  would  be  reported, 
secured,  and  cleaned  up  according  to  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations.  Parties  responsible 
for  contamination  would  be  liable  forcleanup  and 
resource  damage  costs  as  prescribed  in  federal 
and  state  regulations. 


Other  Hazards.  If  hazards  should  be  identified, 
the  BLM  would  provide  warnings  as  appropriate 
and  establish  precautions  regarding  safety  haz- 
ards associated  with  the  use  of  any  areas  on  pub- 
lic land. 


Lands  and  Realty 


Restrictions  on  Surface-Disturbing  Activities 

The  proposed  ACEC  would  be  open  to  explo- 
ration for  and  development  of  leasable  minerals. 

Surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  allowed 
from  October  1  to  April  15.  However,  no  surface- 
disturbing  activities  would  be  allowed  if  unre- 
claimed disturbance  would  exceed  5%  of  the  total 
surface  of  the  proposed  ACEC  at  any  given  time. 
These  restrictions  generally  would  be  applied  to 


Landownership  Adjustments.  No  lands  in  the  pro- 
posed ACEC  would  be  identified  for  acquisition. 


Utility/Transportation  Systems.  The  proposed 
ACEC  would  be  designated  an  avoidance  area  for 
placement  of  aboveground  power  lines  and  road 
rights-of-way.  When  rights-of-way  would  be 
required  orthe  proposed  ACEC  could  not  reason- 
ably be  avoided,  the  effects  of  right-of-way  con- 
struction would  be  intensively  mitigated. 
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Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Livestock  grazing  management  in  the  proposed 
ACEC  would  be  consistent  with  ACEC  objectives. 
Before  the  nesting  season  for  long-billed  curlews 
and  mountain  plovers,  livestock  grazing  would  be 
managed  to  reduce  the  height  of  vegetation.  Live- 
stock grazing  would  be  prohibited  during  the  nest- 
ing season.  Habitat  requirements  for  curlews  and 
plovers  would  be  incorporated  into  AMPs  and 
other  activity  plans  that  would  be  developed  for 
the  area. 


Minerals  Management 

The  area  would  be  closed  to  future  locatable 
mineral  exploration  and  development. 

For  existing  mining  claims,  a  plan  of  operations 
would  be  required  for  all  mineral  exploration  and 
development  (except  casual  use),  including  dis- 
turbances that  would  cover  5  acres  or  less. 


Restrictions  on  Surface-Disturbing  Activities 

The  Five  Springs  Falls  proposed  ACEC  would 
be  open  to  exploration  for  and  development  of 
leasable  minerals  with  a  "no  surface  occupancy" 
restriction. 

The  160-acre  proposed  ACEC  would  be  closed 
to  surface-disturbing  activities  such  as  geophys- 
ical exploration  (except  casual  use),  salable  min- 
erals exploration  and  development,  and  construc- 
tion activities  (except  those  related  to 
development  of  recreation  or  interpretation  of 
rare  plants). 


Cultural  Resource  Management 

Class  III  cultural  resource  inventories  would  be 
conducted  before  surface-disturbing  activities 
could  be  authorized.  Effects  on  cultural  resources 
would  be  mitigated  or  avoided. 


Off-Road  Vehicle  Management 

ORV  use  in  the  proposed  ACEC  would  be  res- 
tricted to  designated  roads  and  trails. 


Visual  Resource  Management 

Visual  resources  would  be  managed  in  accord- 
ance with  Class  II  and  III  VRM  objectives. 


Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Management 

The  BLM  would  attempt  to  establish  suitable 
riparian  foraging  habitat  on  Chapman  Bench 
along  Little  Sand  Coulee  or  to  develop  other  ripar- 
ian habitat  and  water  sources  for  wildlife. 

The  use  of  chemical  treatments  to  control 
insects  would  be  prohibited. 


Five  Springs  Falls  Proposed  ACEC 


Fire  Management 

The  Five  Springs  Falls  proposed  ACEC  would 
be  a  full  suppression  area  for  wildfire.  Prescribed 
fire  would  be  used  as  appropriate  to  accomplish 
management  objectives  described  in  resource 
activity  plans  such  as  HMPs  and  AMPs. 


Forest  Management 

Forest  resources  in  the  Five  Springs  Falls  area 
would  be  managed  to  emphasize  native  plant, 
wildlife,  watershed,  and  recreation  values. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 

Hazardous  Materials.  For  activities  on  public 
lands  that  use  hazardous  materials,  the  BLM 
would  monitor  precautionary  measures  and  con- 
tingency plans  to  guard  against  releases  or  spills 
into  the  environment. 


Designation  and  Objective 

An  ACEC  comprising  about  160  acres  would  be 
designated  in  the  Five  Springs  Falls  area  (see  map 
33). 

The  objective  for  management  of  the  Five 
Springs  Falls  proposed  ACEC  is  to  protect  exist- 
ing populations  of  four  near-endemic  rare  and 
sensitive  plant  species  in  the  Five  Springs  Falls 
area. 


Hazardous  Wastes.  Public  land  sites  contami- 
nated with  hazardous  wastes  would  be  reported, 
secured,  and  cleaned  up  according  to  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations.  Parties  responsible 
for  contamination  would  be  liable  for  cleanup  and 
resource  damage  costs  as  prescribed  in  federal 
and  state  regulations. 


Other  Hazards.  If  hazards  should  be  identified, 
the  BLM  would  provide  warnings  as  appropriate 
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and  establish  precautions  regarding  safety  haz- 
ards associated  with  the  use  of  any  areas  on  pub- 
lic land. 


Visual  Resource  Management 

Visual  resources  in  the  ACEC  would  be  man- 
aged in  accordance  with  Class  I  VRM  objectives. 


Lands  and  Realty 

Access.  Existing  access  would  be  retained  in  the 
Five  Springs  Falls  area.  Additional  access  would 
not  be  acquired. 


Utility/Transportation  Systems.  The  proposed 
ACEC  would  be  designated  an  avoidance  area  for 
placement  of  future  rights-of-way.  When  rights- 
of-way  would  be  required  or  the  proposed  ACEC 
could  not  reasonably  be  avoided,  the  effects  of 
right-of-way  construction  would  be  intensively 
mitigated. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Livestock  grazing  would  continue  to  occur 
occasionally  in  the  area,  although  grazing  would 
be  excluded  from  the  Five  Springs  Falls  Camp- 
ground. 


Minerals  Management 

The  proposed  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  future 
locatable  mineral  exploration  and  development. 
For  existing  mining  claims,  a  plan  of  operations 
would  be  required  for  all  locatable  mineral  explo- 
ration and  development  (except  casual  use), 
including  disturbances  that  would  cover  5  acres 
or  less. 


Off-Road  Vehicle  Management 

The  proposed  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  ORV 
use. 


Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  management  in  the  Five  Springs 
Falls  area  would  be  consistent  with  objectives  of 
the  West  Slope  HMP.  Protection  of  crucial  winter 
range  for  mule  deer  would  be  emphasized. 


Little  Mountain  Proposed  ACEC 


Designation  and  Objective 

An  ACEC  comprising  about  20,510  acres  would 
be  designated  in  the  Little  Mountain  area  (see 
map  34). 

The  objective  for  management  of  the  Little 
Mountain  proposed  ACEC  is  to  protect  and  man- 
age important  cave  resources  and  important  cul- 
tural and  paleontological  values. 


Restrictions  on  Surface-Disturbing  Activities 

A  "no  surface  occupancy"  restriction  for  leasa- 
ble minerals  exploration  and  development  would 
be  applied  to  about  528  acres  above  Natural  Trap 
and  Horsethief  caves.  Other  important  known 
caves  or  cave  passages  or  any  discovered  in  the 
future  would  be  protected  in  the  same  manner. 

Other  surface-disturbing  activities  would  be 
prohibited  above  Natural  Trap  and  Horsethief 
caves  and  on  lands  above  any  important  cave  pas- 
sage discovered  in  the  future.  These  prohibited 
activities  generally  would  include  such  things  as 
geophysical  exploration  (except  casual  use),  sal- 
able minerals  exploration  and  development,  and 
construction  of  roads  and  reservoirs. 


Recreation  Management 

Recreational  facilities  at  the  Five  Springs  Falls 
Campground  would  be  maintained.  Interpretive 
signs  would  be  used  in  the  proposed  ACEC  to 
explain  the  importance  of  protecting  rare  plants 
and  their  habitat. 

To  protect  rare  plants,  hiking  would  be  limited 
to  existing  trails,  and  except  for  the  purposes  of 
approved  monitoring  and  research,  no  climbing 
would  be  allowed  on  the  cliff  that  forms  Five 
Springs  Falls. 


Cultural  Resource  Management 

A  cultural  resource  management  plan  (CRMP) 
would  be  developed  to  address  management  of 
significant  cultural  and  paleontological  resources 
in  the  proposed  ACEC. 

Class  III  cultural  resource  inventories  would  be 
conducted  before  surface-disturbing  activities 
could  be  authorized  and  before  use  of  prescribed 
fire.  Effects  on  cultural  resources  would  be  mit- 
igated or  avoided. 
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Fire  Management 

The  proposed  ACEC  would  be  identified  as  a 
full  suppression  area  for  wildfire,  but  heavy  equip- 
ment would  be  prohibited  over  Horsethief,  Natu- 
ral Trap,  and  other  important  caves. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 


significant  caves  and  above  caves  and  cave  pas- 
sages that  may  be  discovered  in  the  future. 

For  both  existing  and  future  mining  claims  in 
the  entire  proposed  ACEC,  a  plan  of  operations 
would  be  required  for  all  locatable  mineral  explo- 
ration and  development  (except  casual  use), 
including  disturbances  that  would  cover  5  acres 
or  less. 


Hazardous  Materials.  For  activities  on  public 
lands  that  use  hazardous  materials,  the  BLM 
would  monitor  precautionary  measures  and  con- 
tingency plans  to  guard  against  releases  or  spills 
into  the  environment. 


Off-Road  Vehicle  Management 

ORV  use  in  the  proposed  ACEC  would  be  res- 
tricted to  designated  roads  and  trails. 


Hazardous  Wastes.  Public  land  sites  contami- 
nated with  hazardous  wastes  would  be  reported, 
secured,  and  cleaned  up  according  to  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations.  Parties  responsible 
for  contamination  would  be  liable  for  cleanup  and 
resource  damage  costs  as  prescribed  in  federal 
and  state  regulations.  The  BLM  would  encourage 
and  cooperate  with  the  Wyoming  DEQ  to  clean 
up  and  rehabilitate  abandoned  uranium  mines  in 
the  proposed  ACEC. 


Other  Hazards.  The  BLM  would  provide  warnings 
as  appropriate  and  establish  precautions  regard- 
ing safety  hazards  associated  with  the  use  of  any 
areas  on  public  land.  For  example,  BLM  would 
erect  temporary  fencing  and  signs  at  abandoned 
mines  in  the  proposed  ACEC  warning  of  the  pub- 
lic health  hazards  posed  by  radioactivity  and  unco- 
vered mine  entrances  and  adits. 


Lands  and  Realty— Utility/Transportation 
Systems 

The  Little  Mountain  proposed  ACEC  would  be 
designated  an  avoidance  area  for  placement  of 
future  rights-of-way.  When  rights-of-way  would 
be  required  or  the  proposed  ACEC  could  not  rea- 
sonably be  avoided,  the  effects  of  right-of-way 
construction  would  be  intensively  mitigated. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Livestock  grazing  would  continue  on  three  graz- 
ing allotments  that  are  inside  the  proposed  ACEC. 


Recreation  Management 

Facilities  for  cavers  would  be  constructed  near 
Horsethief  cave.  Visitor  services  and  patrols 
would  be  increased,  and  interpretive  and  direc- 
tional signs  would  be  posted. 

The  issuance  of  cave  permits  would  be  limited 
to  ensure  a  "wild"  experience  for  cave  users. 


Visual  Resource  Management 

Visual  resources  would  be  managed  in  accord- 
ance with  Class  II  and  Class  III  VRM  objectives 
according  to  the  classifications  shown  on  map  16. 


Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  management  would  be  consis- 
tent with  the  objectives  of  the  West  Slope  HMP. 
Protection  of  crucial  winter  range  for  mule  deer 
would  be  emphasized. 


Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  Proposed 
ACEC 

Designation  and  Objective 

About  12,285  acres  in  the  area  of  the  Sheep 
Mountain  Anticline  would  be  designated  an 
ACEC  (see  revised  map  35). 

The  objective  for  management  of  the  Sheep 
Mountain  Anticline  proposed  ACEC  is  to  protect 
an  important  natural  area  with  unique  geological 
features. 


Minerals  Management 

About  528  acres  over  Horsethief  and  Natural 
Trap  caves  would  remain  closed  to  locatable  min- 
eral exploration  and  development.  In  addition,  clo- 
sures would  be  established  for  lands  above  other 


Restrictions  on  Surface-Disturbing  Activities 

All  lands  in  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  area 
would  be  open  to  exploration  for  and  develop- 
ment of  leasable  minerals;  however,  a  "no  surface 
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occupancy"  restriction  would  be  applied  on  Big- 
horn River  HMP/RAMP  tracts  (about  2,500  acres) 
and  above  important  caves  and  cave  passages. 

Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP  tracts  in  the  pro- 
posed ACEC  and  lands  above  caves  would  be 
closed  to  other  surface-disturbing  activities  such 
as  geophysical  exploration  (except  casual  use), 
salable  minerals  exploration  and  development, 
and  construction  activities  (except  those  related 
to  development  of  recreation  or  wildlife  habitat). 
Elsewhere  in  the  proposed  ACEC,  surface- 
disturbing  activities  generally  would  be  allowed. 


Cultural  Resource  Management 

Class  III  cultural  resource  inventories  would  be 
conducted  before  surface-disturbing  activities 
could  be  authorized.  Effects  on  cultural  resources 
would  be  mitigated  or  avoided. 


Fire  Management 

The  proposed  ACEC  would  be  identified  as  a 
limited  suppression  area  for  wildfire. 

Prescribed  fire  would  be  used  as  appropriate  to 
accomplish  management  objectives  described  in 
resource  activity  plans  such  as  HMPs  and  AMPs. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Wastes 

Hazardous  Materials.  For  activities  on  public 
lands  that  use  hazardous  materials,  the  BLM 
would  monitor  precautionary  measures  and  con- 
tingency plans  to  guard  against  releases  or  spills 
into  the  environment. 


Hazardous  Wastes.  Public  land  sites  contami- 
nated with  hazardous  wastes  would  be  reported, 
secured,  and  cleaned  up  according  to  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations.  Parties  responsible 
for  contamination  would  be  liable  forcleanupand 
resource  damage  costs  as  prescribed  in  federal 
and  state  regulations. 


Other  Hazards.  If  hazards  should  be  identified, 
the  BLM  would  provide  warnings  as  appropriate 
and  establish  precautions  regarding  safety  haz- 
ards associated  with  the  use  of  any  areas  on  pub- 
lic land. 


Lands  and  Realty 

Landownership  Adjustments.  No  lands  in  the 
Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  area  would  be  identi- 
fied for  acquisition. 


Utility/Transportation  Systems.  The  Bighorn 
River  HMP/RAMP  tracts  in  the  Sheep  Mountain 
Anticline  proposed  ACEC  would  be  designated 
an  avoidance  area  for  placement  of  new  rights-of- 
way.  When  rights-of-way  would  be  required  or  the 
tracts  could  not  reasonably  be  avoided,  the 
effects  of  right-of-way  construction  would  be 
intensively  mitigated. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Livestock  grazing  would  continue  on  four  allot- 
ments in  the  proposed  ACEC. 


Minerals  Management 

The  Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP  tracts  in  the 
Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  proposed  ACEC  would 
be  closed  to  further  locatable  mineral  entry. 

Lands  within  the  proposed  ACEC  would  be 
closed  to  locatable  mineral  exploration  and  devel- 
opment subject  to  valid  existing  rights. 

A  plan  of  operations  would  be  required  for  locat- 
able mineral  exploration  and  development 
(except  casual  use),  including  disturbances  that 
would  cover  5  acres  or  less.  (See  revised  map  36 
showing  mineral  claims  in  the  proposed  ACEC.) 


Off-Road  Vehicle  Management 

ORV  use  in  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  pro- 
posed ACEC  would  be  restricted  to  designated 
roads  and  trails. 


Recreation  Management 

The  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  proposed  ACEC 
would  be  intensively  managed  for  recreational 
and  interpretive  use.  Signs,  roads,  and  recre- 
ational facilities  would  be  developed. 


Visual  Resource  Management 

Visual  resources  in  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anti- 
cline area  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with 
Class  II  VRM  objectives. 
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R94W     R93W 


Revised  ACEC  Boundary 

All  or  Some  Minerals  Reserved 


fM^&U.    Minerals  Mining  Acti 

m 


Mineral  Claims  Within 
ACEC  Boundary 


MILES 


Revised  Map  36 

Sheep  Mountain  Anticline 

Proposed  AC  EC-Mineral  Claims 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  management  in  the  Sheep 
Mountain  Anticline  area  would  be  consistent  with 
existing  fish  and  wildlife  HMPs. 


ADDITIONS  AND 
CORRECTIONS  FOR 
CHAPTER  2 


Revised  Maps 

As  a  result  of  public  comments  and  further 
review  by  BLM  specialists,  modifications  have 


ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  2 

Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph  at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as 
paragraph  1.  The  changed  or  added  material  in  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 


been  made  in  some  of  the  maps  originally  printed 
in  chapter  2  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  but  not  used  as 
part  of  the  proposed  plan.  In  some  cases,  the  mod- 
ifications dictated  the  reprinting  of  the  map.  The 
map  numbers  have  not  been  changed  from  those 
used  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  revised  maps  7, 
8,  and  12  are  reprinted  on  the  following  pages. 


Other  Additions  and  Corrections 

Other  changes  to  chapter  2  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  are  shown  in  the  following  list. 


Draft 

Page    Column    Paragraph       Line(s) 


Should  Read 


8 


1 


9 

2 

10 

2 

10 

2 

15 

2 

15 

3 

15 

4 

15 

5 

19 

1 

19 

2 

19 

5 

21 

2 

21 

3 

21 

4 

21 

5 

24 

1 

24 

26 
26 


4  3  However,  the  7,700  acres  of  forestland  capable  of  sustaining 

forest  production  on  Rattlesnake  Mountain  need  to  be  harvested  .  .  . 

3  7  ..  .0.25  mile  of  the  Wiley.  .  . 

3  3,  4  ...  prohibited  in  Class  II  visual  resource 

4  7  ...  Shoshone  River  and  Clarks  Fork  of .  .  . 

Following  1  A  subheading,  Grouse  should  appear  between  paragraphs  1  and  2. 

Following  1  A  subheading,  Grouse  should  appear  between  paragraphs  1  and  2. 

Following  1  A  subheading,  Grouse  should  appear  between  paragraphs  1  and  2. 

Following  1  A  subheading,  Grouse  should  appear  between  paragraphs  1  and  2. 

3  1  Delete  Emergency  site 

3  1,2  Emergency  site  stabilization  and  long-term 

3  1  Same  as  Alternative  A 

Before  1  A  heading,  Management  Actions:  should  appear  before  paragraph  1 

Before  1  A  heading,  Management  Actions:  should  appear  before  paragraph  1. 

Before  1  A  heading,  Management  Actions:  should  appear  before  paragraph  1 

Before  1  A  heading,  Management  Actions:  should  appear  before  paragraph  1 

1  1  Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  should  appear  as  a  resource 

program  heading. 

5  1  Lands  and  Realty  Management  should  appear  as  a  resource 

program  heading. 

4  1  Delete  The  Franklin  Floyd  exchange 

4  1  "Same  as  Alternative  A"  should  be  The  Franklin  Floyd  exchange 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 

ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  2  (Continued) 

Draft 

Page     Column     Paragraph        Line(s)  Should  Read 

Same  as  Alternative  A 

Same  as  Alternative  C  (see  map  10) 

Peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat  areas  would  be 
designated  avoidance  areas  for  the  placement  of  new 
roads  and  aboveground  power  lines. 

Peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat  areas  would  not 
be  designated  avoidance  areas. 

Same  as  Alterative  A 

Same  as  Alternative  A 

About  202,000  acres  of .  . 

27,300  acres  of  lands. . . 

About  500,000  acres  of .  .  . 

about  4,400  acres  of .  . . 

About  500,000  acres  of .  .  . 

about  4,240  acres  of .  . . 

Prairie  dog  town  expansion  would  be  controlled  only 
in  two  allotments  on  about  225  acres. 

Delete  Class  I  and 

Delete  Class  I  and 

Recreation  Management  should  appear  as  the  program  heading. 

.  .  .  within  2.5  miles  of  active  bald  eagle  nests  in  the  . .  . 

Same  as  Alternative  A 

.  .  .through  restrictions  on  surface-disturbing  activities  and.  . . 

Delete  last  line  "ORV  use  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails." 

Add  statement  ORV  use  in  the  remainder  of  the  Cody  Resource  area  is 

limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails  Add  to  "ORV  seasonal  closures"  the 

following.  .  .  and  use  limited  to  existing  roads  and 

trails 

Delete  paragraph:  See  Table  2. . .  this  map.) 

3,  4  area  for  wildfire  east  of  Wyoming  Highway  120  and  a  full  suppression 

area  west  of  Wyoming  120.  Prescribed  fire  . . . 

4  Begin  new  paragraph  with  the  sentence  that  starts 

Prescribed  fire  would  be. . . 


26 

5 

4                     1 

28 

5 

3                     1 

29 

2 

Following  2, 
insert  new 
paragraph 

29 

3 

Following  2, 
insert  new 
paragraph 

29 

4 

Following  2, 
insert  new 
paragraph 

29 

5 

Following  2, 
insert  new 
paragraph 

30 

3 

1                    1 

30 

3 

1                    7 

30 

2 

2                    1 

30 

2 

2                    6 

30 

3 

2                     1 

30 

3 

2                     5 

32 

2 

4               Replace 
paragraph 
with 

40 

4 

4                    4 

40 

5 

4                     4 

41 

1 

5                     1 

48 

2 

1                    2,3 

48 

5 

2                     1 

49 

2 

2                     4 

72 

Map  12 

76 

Map  14 

117 

3 

1 

130 

2 

4 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  2  (Continued) 


Draft 
Page 


Column     Paragraph        Line(s) 


Should  Read 


130 

3 

Following  4 
insert  new 
paragraph 

130 

4 

Following  4 
insert  new 
paragraph 

130 

5 

Following  4 
insert  new 
paragraph 

145 

4 

2                     1 

147 

5 

2                     4 

148 

2 

2                     4 

148 

3 

2                     4 

148 

3 

2                     9 

148 

4 

2                     4 

148 

4 

2                     9 

148 

5 

2                     4 

148 

5 

2                     9 

149 

4 

Replace  4 
with 

149 

2 

Following  4 
insert  new 
paragraph 

149 

3 

Following  4 
insert  new 
paragraph 

149 

4 

Following  4 
insert  new 
paragraph 

149 

5 

Following  4 
insert  new 
paragraph 

150 

2 

1                4  to  7 

150 

3 

Replace  2 

with 

Same  as  Alternative  A 


Same  as  Alternative  A 


Same  as  Alternative  A 

To  protect  grouse  habitat .  . . 

.  .  .  term  and  about  491,000  tons  in.  .  . 

.  .  .  the  planning  area.  About  65%  of  this  erosion  would  be 
attributable  to  accelerated  erosion  resulting  primarily  from  livestock 
grazing,  recreation,  ORV  use,  and  other  surface-disturbing  activities. 

about  52,600  tons  (13%)  per  year .  .  . 

by  about  60,610  tons  (15%). 

by  about  72,410  tons  (18%)  per  year .  .  . 

by  about  81,750  tons  (20%). 

by  about  1 1 ,000  tons  (3%)  per  year .  .  . 

by  about  53,000  tons  (13%). 

Black-footed  ferret  recovery  habitat  would  be  reduced 

by  about  30  acre  by  bentonite  exploration  and  development.  Oil 

and  gas  exploration  and  development  would  not  affect  the  habitat. 

About  2,500  acres  of  recovery 

habitat  for  black-footed  ferrets  would  be  surveyed  for 

ferrets  or  improved  for  ferret  recovery. 

Same  as  Alternative  A 


Same  as  Alternative  A 


Same  as  Alternative  A 


This  could  decrease  bald  eagle  production 
at  one  bald  eagle  nest  in  10  to  25  years. 

Three  nesting  pairs  of  peregrine  falcons  would 

be  expected  to  occupy  portions  of  the  planning  area. 

However,  new  nesting  by  three  other  pairs  probably  would  not  occur 

because  of  human  disturbances  associated  with  oil  and  gas  exploration 

and  development  and  rights-of-way  construction. 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  2  (Continued) 


Draft 

Page     Column     Paragraph       Line(s) 


Should  Read 


150  2 


150  3 


150  4 


150  5 

155  3 

159  2 


Following  3 
insert  new 
paragraph 

Following  3 
insert  new 
paragraph 

Following  3 
insert  new 
paragraph 


Following  3 
insert  new 
paragraph 

3  1 


1 


6 


Human  disturbances  from  minerals  exploration  and 
development  would  eliminate  raptor  production 
at  12  to  23  nest  sites  at  least  temporarily  during  the 
period  of  development 

Same  as  Alternative  A  except  that  increased  vegetative 
treatments  for  livestock  management  would  cause  a 
further  decline  in  raptor  production  by  5%  to  10%. 

Bentonite  mining  activity  would  eliminate  raptor 
production  at  one  nest  site.  Raptor  production 
also  would  be  affected  by  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  and  vegetative  treatments;  however,  these 
would  be  less  severe  than  the  impacts  described  in 
Alternatives  A  and  B. 

Same  as  Alternative  C 


Soil  losses  would  continue  at  present  levels  because  of 
management  actions  to  enhance  long-billed  curlew  and. . . 

.  .  .also  could  cause  unintentional  damage  of  cultural  resources. 
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Scale  in  Miles 


Right-of  -Way  Avoidance  Area 
:-if::!-0'!    Major  Transportation  Route  on  Public  Land 
(Avoid  future  rights-of-way  that  could  impair  scenic  values) 


Revised  Map  7 

Right-of-Way  Avoidance  Areas 

Alternative  A 


Scale  in  Miles 


Right-of  -Way  Avoidance  Area 
-.•§!':££&'    Major  Transportation  Route  on  Public  Land 
(Avoid  future  rights-of-way  that  could  impair  scenic  values) 


Revised  Map  8 

Right-of-Way  Avoidance  Areas 

Alternative  B 


Scale  in  Miles 


■JfrCj   Closed  toORV  Us 


(~~~^~\  OR  V  Seasonal  Closures  and  Use 

^ — — ~)  Limited  to  Existing  Roads  and  Trails 

v2fc$  Limited  to  Designated  Roads  and  Trails 

f  ORV  Play  Area 


ORV  Use  in  the  remainder  of  the  Cody  Resonrnp 
Area  is  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails 


Revised  Map  12 
Off— Road  Vehicle  Management 


3  AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT 


Since  the  Affected  Environment  in  the  planning  area  is  unchanged,  the  text 
of  chapter  3  has  not  been  repeated  in  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS.  A  list  of 
additions  and  corrections  for  the  text  of  the  draft  follows. 


ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  3 

Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph  at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as 
paragraph  1.  The  changed  or  added  material  in  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 


Draft 
Page 


Column      Paragraph        Line(s) 


Should  Read 


169 

1,2 

Last  and 
first 

170 

2 

3 

1,2 

170 

2 

3 

End 

paragraph 

with 

177 

2 

5 

8  to  10 

178 

1 

5 

12 

191 

Table  12 

198 

1 

5 

1 

198 

2 

4 

2,3 

198 

2 

6 

5  to  8 

202 

Table  16 

207 

1 

5 

7 

207 

1 

3 

End 

paragraph 

with 

207 

208 
209 


3,4 

4 

1 


.  .  .  wells  had  been  drilled.  This  figure  includes  water  wells  .  .  . 

Uranium  deposits  in  the  Mississippian  age  .  .  . 

Uranium  has  been  found  in  other  formations  in  the 
planning  area  but  no  production  has  occurred  and  none  is 
expected  in  the  next  ten  years. 

Available  recreational  opportunities  include  rapelling,  ascending,  .  . 

...  of  approximately  80°  F.  This  uniqueness  .  . . 

Footnote  2  should  read:  SCS  condition  classes  were  not  determined 
on  79%  of  this  acreage. 

Salinity  may  impair  the  use  of  water .  .  . 

.  .  .  planning  area.  Grazing  by  livestock  and  wildlife  causes  73%  .  .  . 

.  .  .  water  use  in  some  wells  near  Frannie  is  restricted 
because  of  dissolved  radium  in  the  Madison  Limestone. 

The  revised  version  of  this  table  is  included  in  the  pages 
following  this  list. 

.  .  available  in  April  or  May  1989. 

Other  wetlands  are  largely  dependent  on  oil  field  water 
releases.  Two  that  provide  excellent  waterfowl  habitat  are  Arnoldus 
or  Byron  Lake  and  the  Byron  Swamps,  near  the  Garland  and  Byron 
oil  fields,  respectively. 

.  .  .  streams:  26.8  miles  in  class  1,  10  miles  in  class  2,  48  miles  in 
class  3,  and  .  .  . 

.  .  .  confirmed  in  the  black-footed  ferret  essential  habitat  area. 

.  .  .  River  east  of  Lovell  are  the  best  potential  breeding  habitat 
in  the  planning  area. 
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Affected  Environment 

ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  3  (Continued) 

Draft 

Page     Column     Paragraph        Line(s)  Should  Read 

209  2  3  1  The  Yellowtail  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Unit  is  one  of 

the  two  most .  .  . 

.  .  .area  rather  than  as  a  production  area.  Although  .  .  . 

There  also  appears  to  be  a  low  level  white-tailed  deer 
population  increase  in  the  planning  area,  and  their  range  appears 
to  be  expanding  in  the  Heart  Mountain  area. 

214  2  5  7  to  9         The  BLM's  present  grazing  fee  is  $1.54  per  AUM.  The  average 

annual  return  to  BLM  from  this  fee  is  about  $122,134. 


209 

2 

3 

12 

211 

1 

1 

Replace 

last 
sentence 

with 
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Affected  Environment 

TABLE  16 
USES  AND  CLASSIFICATIONS  OF  SELECTED  STREAMS  IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 


DEQ 

WGFD 

Stream  or  Impoundment 

Uses1 

Classification2 

Classification3 

Bighorn  River  Subbasin 

Bighorn  River  (Greybull  to  Kane) 

I,  W&L,  SBC,  CWF 

II 

3 

Shell  Creek  (below  forest  boundary) 

PWS,  I,  CWF,  W&L 

II 

3 

Bear  Creek 

W&L 

IV 

5 

Crystal  Creek 

W&L,  CWF 

II 

3 

Crooked  Creek 

W&L,  CWF,  SA 

II 

3 

Porcupine  Creek 

SBC,  W&L,  CWF,  SA 

II 

3 

Trout  Creek 

SBC,  W&L,  CWF,  SA 

II 

3 

Greybull  River  and  tributaries 

Forest  boundary  to  Wood  River 

I,  W&L,  CWF,  SBC, 

SA 

II 

3 

Wood  River  to  Meeteetse  Creek 

I,  W&L,  CWF,  SBC, 

SA 

II 

4 

Meeteetse  Creek  to  Bench  and 

Farmers  Canal  diversions 

I,  W&L,  CWF,  SBC 

II 

4 

Canal  diversion  to  mouth 

I,  W&L 

II 

4 

Dry  Creek 

above  Wyoming  120 

W&L,  I 

II 

4 

between  Wyoming  120  and  U.S.  14 

W&L,  I 

IV 

4 

from  U.S.  14  to  mouth 

W&L,  I 

II 

4 

Oregon  Coulee 

W&L 

IV 

5 

South  Fork  Dry  Creek 

W&L 

IV 

5 

Shoshone  River  and  tributaries 

North  Fork,  forest  boundary 

to  Buffalo  Bill 

SBC,  I,  CWF,  W&L, 

SBC,  SA 

II 

2 

South  Fork,  forest  boundary 

to  Buffalo  Bill 

PWS,  I,  CWF,  W&L, 

SBC,  SA 

II 

3 

Buffalo  Bill  to  Willwood  Dam 

I,  CWF,  SA,  SBC,  W&L 

II 

1 

Willwood  Dam  to  Yellowtail 

PWS,  I,  CWF,  SBC, 

W&L 

II 

3 

Sulfur  Creek 

I,  W&L 

II 

4 

Idaho  Creek 

W&L 

IV 

5 

Mantua  Draw 

W&L 

IV 

5 

Bitter  Creek 

W&L,  I,  CWF 

II 

3 

Whistle  Creek 

W&L 

II 

4 

Sage  Creek  (North) 

I,  W&L 

II 

3 

Polecat  Creek 

W&L 

II 

3 

Loch  Katrine 

Clarks  Fork  of  Yellowstone  Subbasin 
Silvertip  Gulch 
Sunlight  Creek 
Big  Sand  Coulee 
Impoundments  in  Big  Sand  Coulee 


W&L 

W&L 

W&L,  CWF 

I,  W&L 

CWF,  SBC,  W&L 


IV 

IV 

II 

IV 

II 


1  CWF  =  cold  water  fishery;  I  = 
supply;  SA  =  stream  aesthetics; 
water  fishery 


irrigation;  IWS  =  industrial  water;  PBC  =  primary  body  contact;  PWS  public  water 
SBC  =  secondary  body  contact;  W&L  =  wildlife  &  livestock  watering;  WWF  =  warm 


2  Class  I  =  surface  waters  that  are  to  be  maintained  at  their  existing  quality  and  in  which  no  further  water  quality 
degradation  by  point  source  discharges  will  be  allowed.  Class  II  =  surface  waters,  other  than  those  classified  as 
class  I,  that  the  WGFD  has  determined  to  be  supporting  game  fish  at  present  or  to  have  hydrologic  and  natural 
water  quality  potential  to  support  game  fish.  Class  III  =  surface  waters,  other  than  those  classified  as  class  I,  that 
the  WGFD  has  determined  to  be  supporting  nongame  fish  at  present,  or  to  have  the  hydrologic  and  natural  water 
quality  potential  to  support  nongame  fish.  Class  IV  =  surface  waters,  other  than  those  classified  as  class  I,  that 
the  WGFD  has  determined  to  not  have  the  hydrologic  or  natural  water  quality  to  support  fish. 

3  Class  1  =  premium  trout  waters— fisheries  of  national  importance.  Class  2  =  very  good  trout  waters— fisheries 
of  statewide  importance.  Class  3  =  important  trout  waters— fisheries  of  regional  importance.  Class  4  =  low  production 
waters— fisheries  frequently  of  local  importance  but  generally  incapable  of  sustaining  substantial  fishing  pressure. 
Class  5  =  very  low  production  waters— often  incapable  of  sustaining  a  fishery. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 


INTRODUCTION 

This  chapter  presents  the  environmental  conse- 
quences of  management  actions  of  the  proposed 
Cody  RMP,  which  are  described  in  chapter  2. 
General  cause  and  effect  environmental  conse- 
quences that  would  apply  to  the  proposed  plan 
(and  to  all  the  draft  RMP  alternatives)  can  be 
found  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  (in  the  section  on  envi- 
ronmental consequences  of  Alternative  A,  chap- 
ter 4).  With  a  few  exceptions,  these  "common" 
environmental  consequences  are  not  repeated  in 
this  final  RMP/EIS.  In  addition,  we  have  mini- 
mized comparisons  to  the  environmental  conse- 
quences of  other  alternatives  (A,  B,  and  C)  in  the 
draft  RMP.  This  has  been  done  so  that  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  environmental  consequences  of  the 
proposed  plan  can  be  understood  without  major 
cross-referencing.  Comparisons  to  alternatives  in 
the  draft  RMP  are  limited  to  Alternative  A,  which 
pertains  to  existing  management  and  the  present 
level  of  environmental  consequences. 


EFFECTS  OF  THE 
PROPOSED  PLAN 

Effects  on  Resources 


Air  Quality 

Air  quality  would  be  affected  by  wildfire  and  fire 
control  activities,  timber  harvest  activities,  min- 
eral exploration  and  development,  ORV  use,  and 
wildlife  development.  Pollutants  caused  by  these 
activities  would  be  either  particulates  or  gaseous 
emissions.  Particulate  emissions  in  the  form  of  fu- 
gitive dust  would  be  caused  by  construction  of 
roads,  drill  pads,  and  pipelines  and  by  other  con- 
struction activities.  Wildfires  and  prescribed 
burning  would  release  other  particulates  into  the 
atmosphere.  Suspended  particulate  concentra- 


tions from  these  activities  would  cause  only  tem- 
porary, acceptable  effects  on  air  quality. 

Oil  and  gas  production  activities  would  release 
gaseous  pollutants  such  as  carbon  monoxide, 
hydrocarbons,  nitrogen  oxides,  sulphur  oxides, 
and  hydrogen  sulfide.  These  air  pollutants  would 
be  released  by  separation  facilities,  disposal  of  liq- 
uid waste  and  unwanted  gas,  burning  of  waste  pe- 
troleum products,  routine  emission  of  objection- 
able odors,  and  venting  of  noxious  vapors  from 
storage  tanks.  Emissions  of  these  gases  would 
remain  within  Wyoming  air  quality  standards. 

There  would  be  no  effects  on  air  quality  from 
management  actions  in  any  of  the  proposed 
ACECs  under  the  proposed  plan. 


Cultural  Resources 

Full  suppression  of  wildfire  would  be  practiced 
on  roughly  one-fourth  as  much  area  as  under 
Alternative  A  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  In  other  areas, 
limited  suppression  would  be  practiced  or  restric- 
tions would  be  placed  on  the  use  of  heavy  equip- 
ment. This  would  reduce  potential  adverse  effects 
on  cultural  resources  by  limiting  the  modification 
of  the  ground  surface  by  heavy  equipment. 

No  significant  cultural  resources  are  known  to 
be  on  lands  potentially  suitable  for  public  sale. 
Any  significant  cultural  resources  on  these  lands 
probably  would  be  discovered  in  site-specific 
investigations  that  would  be  conducted  during 
evaluation  of  sale  proposals.  In  such  cases, 
effects  would  be  mitigated  by  appropriate  word- 
ing in  the  patent,  or  the  sale  could  be  denied  if 
necessary. 

Termination  of  BOR  withdrawals  on  about 
202,000  acres  would  make  possible  such  land 
uses  as  locatable  mineral  development  or  desert 
land  entry  on  lands  where  those  activities  for- 
merly were  prohibited.  No  significant  cultural  re- 
sources are  known  to  be  on  lands  where  new 
surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  expected 
to  occur. 
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Because  of  the  procedures  for  inventory  and 
protection  of  cultural  resources,  no  adverse 
effects  on  cultural  resources  would  be  anticipated 
from  surface-disturbing  activities  except  those 
related  to  exploration  for  and  development  of 
locatable  minerals.  Opportunities  for  protecting 
cultural  resources  from  the  effects  of  locatable 
minerals  activities  are  limited.  Restrictions  on 
such  activities  afford  less  protection  than  restric- 
tions on  other  surface-disturbing  activities. 

When  locatable  mineral  development  would  dis- 
turb less  than  5  acres  and  a  plan  of  operations  is 
not  required,  the  time  allowed  for  cultural 
resource  inventories  is  minimal.  For  disturbances 
of  5  acres  or  more,  a  plan  of  operations  is  required 
and  more  time  is  allowed  for  cultural  resource  in- 
ventories. The  longer  time  and  the  requirement 
for  compliance  with  section  106  of  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  would  result  in  protec- 
tion of  a  greater  number  of  resources  that  could 
be  affected  by  the  activities.  Activities  disturbing 
less  than  5  acres  would  potentially  result  in  more 
impacts  because  of  shorter  times  for  review  and 
the  nondiscretionary  nature  of  the  action.  Effects 
on  cultural  resources  from  locatable  mineral 
development  generally  would  be  proportionate  to 
the  acreage  available  for  development  and  the 
level  of  activity. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  level  of  uninten- 
tional damage  to  cultural  resources  from  ORV  use 
all  proposed  ACECs  would  be  less  than  under  pre- 
sent management  because  of  ORV  closures  or  the 
restriction  of  ORV  use  to  designated  roads  and 
trails.  Cultural  resources  would  be  further  pro- 
tected by  locatable  mineral  closures  in  all  or  part 
of  four  proposed  ACECs.  They  also  would  be  pro- 
tected by  the  requirement  for  plans  of  operations 
for  any  disturbance  by  locatable  minerals  acti- 
vites  in  all  proposed  ACECs. 

Compared  to  Alternative  A  (present  manage- 
ment), the  use  of  limited  wildfire  suppression  tech- 
niques would  reduce  the  possibility  of  uninten- 
tional damage  to  cultural  resources  in  parts  of  the 
Chapman  Bench  proposed  ACEC  and  in  the 
Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  proposed  ACEC. 


The  2,700  acres  of  forestland  that  is  not  in  the 
timber  production  base  would  be  left  for  natural 
succession  to  occur.  This  would  mean  that  ap- 
proximately 20%  of  the  total  forestland  would  be 
in  an  overmature,  decadent  condition  at  any  given 
time.  Eventually  disease,  fire,  or  other  factors 
would  cause  overmature  stands  to  revert  to  earlier 
successional  stages.  As  these  stands  reverted  to 
younger  stages,  other  stands  would  be  moving 
into  older  age  classes  to  take  their  place.  This 
would  ensure  that  enough  overmature  timber 
would  beavailabletomeetvariousresourceobjec- 
tives. 

The  productivity  of  the  5,700  acres  of  the  timber 
production  base  to  be  managed  on  a  120-year 
rotation  period  would  increase  by  80  to  100% 
because  of  intensive  management  practices  such 
as  thinning.  Stands  that  now  produce  8  to  10  MBF 
per  acre  would  produce  15  to  20  MBF  during  the 
next  rotation  period.  About  60  million  board  feet 
(MMBF)  would  be  available  for  harvest  from  these 
stands  over  the  rotation  period  of  120  years. 

The  2,000  acres  of  the  timber  production  base 
that  would  be  managed  on  a  160-year  rotation 
period  would  be  primarily  Douglas-fir  and  spruce- 
fir  stands.  The  practice  of  holding  this  timber  for 
a  longer  period  would  mean  that  8  to  10  MMBF 
less  could  be  harvested  than  if  the  stand  was  har- 
vested at  the  end  of  120  years.  This  would  be  an 
average  yearly  loss  of  about  100  MBF. 

A  seasonal  restriction  to  protect  peregrine  fal- 
con recovery  areas  would  affect  about  1 ,500  acres 
of  the  Rattlesnake  Mountain  Forest  Management 
Plan  area,  including  about  500  acres  of  forestland. 
These  restrictions  would  apply  to  timber  harvest 
activities  but  not  to  use  or  development  of  access 
for  forest  management.  At  present  the  only  action 
planned  on  the  500  acres  of  affected  forestland 
is  sale  of  fuelwood.  It  is  expected  that  the  sea- 
sonal restriction  would  have  no  effects  on  forest 
management  activities. 

There  would  be  no  effects  on  forestland 
resources  from  management  actions  in  any  of  the 
proposed  ACECs. 


Forestlands 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  present  level  of 
timber  harvest  would  continue  to  improve  diver- 
sity in  the  age  and  size  class  structure  of  timber 
stands.  The  loss  of  timber  to  natural  mortality, 
fire,  and  disease  would  be  gradually  reduced  by 
40  to  50%.  About  2,200  acres  of  the  timber  produc- 
tion base  would  be  managed  on  a  160-year  rota- 
tion period  to  provide  enough  overmature  stands 
to  meet  various  resource  needs. 


Geology  and  Minerals 


Effects  from  Lands  Actions 

The  possible  sale  of  public  lands  under  section 
203  of  FLPMA  could  cause  limited  adverse  effects 
on  mineral  development.  On  lands  that  are  pro- 
spectively valuable  for  oil  and  gas  and  other  min- 
eral resources,  the  surface  could  be  sold,  but  in 
most  cases  the  mineral  estate  would  be  retained 
in  public  ownership.  This  could  affect  the  cost  of 


78 


Environmental  Consequences 


mineral  development  to  some  extent  by  creating 
"split  estate"  lands.  Potential  mineral  developers 
would  then  need  to  negotiate  with  the  new  surface 
owners  as  well  as  with  the  BLM,  and  the  develop- 
ment costs  could  be  increased.  These  adverse 
effects  would  be  greatest  on  lands  in  existing  oil 
and  gas  fields.  It  is  also  possible  that  previously 
unexplored  lands  containing  unknown  mineral 
values  would  be  disposed  of.  If  the  mineral  estate 
was  sold,  the  government  would  lose  royalties;  if 
the  surface  was  sold,  causing  "split  estate"  lands, 
the  cost  of  mineral  development  probably  would 
increase. 

The  removal  of  segregations  on  BOR- 
withdrawn  and  C&MU  classified  lands  would 
make  more  land  available  for  locatable  mining 
activity.  Bentonite  mining  would  occur  on  pre- 
viously undisturbed  areas  with  high  value  bento- 
nite resources,  especially  in  areas  north  of  Cow- 
ley. This  would  have  an  economically  beneficial 
effect  on  the  bentonite  mining  industry.  Because 
the  high  quality  deposits  are  large  and  the  pro- 
cessing plants  in  Lovell  are  nearby,  development 
costs  would  be  relatively  low.  Therefore,  the  sites 
would  be  mined  soon  afterthey  became  available. 


Effects  From  Wildlife  Actions 

No  significant  impact  would  occur  from  restric- 
tions prohibiting  surface-disturbing  activities  on 
about  2,480  acres  of  public  land  within  2Vi  miles 
of  one  active  bald  eagle  nest.  Most  of  the  public 
land  tracts  included  in  the  2,480  acres  are  small 
and  could  be  explored  by  directional  drilling. 

Directional  drilling  might  be  required  because 
of  restrictions  on  surface-disturbing  activities  on 
approximately  1,300  acres  in  the  black-footed 
ferret  essential  habitat  area.  This  could  increase 
the  cost  of  exploration  or  development  in  the  area. 
The  ferret  habitat  is  in  an  area  of  high  potential 
for  hydrocarbons. 

The  objective  of  minimizing  surface  disturb- 
ances in  grouse  habitat  areas  would  have  a  limited 
effect  on  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  develop- 
ment. The  effect  generally  would  be  that  the  cost 
of  exploration  and  development  would  be 
increased  in  some  cases  by  the  emphasis  placed 
on  development  of  on-site  or  off-site  improve- 
ment of  grouse  habitat.  Although  these  costs 
would  increase  locally,  most  activities  could  con- 
tinue without  the  need  to  provide  this  type  of  mit- 
igation. 

No  surface  disturbance  would  be  allowed  in 
high  value  recovery  habitat  for  black-footed 
ferrets  outside  the  essential  habitat  area  for  those 
animals.  This  restriction  would  apply  only  to  the 
specific  portions  of  a  mineral  lease  overlain  by 
recovery  habitat  areas.  Generally,  oil  and  gas  ex- 


ploration and  development  would  be  possible  by 
directional  drilling  beneath  habitat  areas,  most  of 
which  occupy  less  than  40  acres. 

Outside  the  essential  habitat  area,  surface- 
disturbing  activities  would  be  prohibited  on  mod- 
erate and  low  value  black-footed  ferret  recovery 
habitat  areas  until  black-footed  ferret  searches 
could  be  conducted.  This  would  cause  no  adverse 
effect  if  the  searches  were  completed  in  a  timely 
manner. 

A  "no  surface  occupancy"  restriction  would  be 
applied  to  Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP  tracts. 
These  tracts  lie  within  areas  with  moderate  or 
high  hydrocarbon  potential,  but  no  impact  on 
exploration  or  development  would  be  expected  in 
the  next  ten  years. 

No  effect  on  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  devel- 
opment would  be  expected  from  a  "no  surface 
occupancy"  stipulation  in  the  Yellowtail  Wildlife 
Habitat  Management  Unit.  This  determination  is 
based  on  surface  and  subsurface  geology,  oil  and 
gas  potential  in  the  area,  and  drilling  history  (all 
five  wells  that  were  drilled  between  1934  and  1976 
were  dry). 

All  lands  in  the  Yellowtail  Wildlife  Habitat  Man- 
agement Unit  that  have  the  potential  for  locatable 
mineral  occurrence  are  already  covered  by  min- 
ing claims;  therefore,  a  locatable  mineral  closure 
would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  valid  existing 
rights  of  these  claims. 


Effects  From  Actions  in  Proposed  ACECs. 

Surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  res- 
tricted on  more  than  7,000  acres  in  the  Carter 
Mountain  proposed  ACEC  because  of  slope  res- 
trictions to  protect  fragile  soils.  The  use  of  exist- 
ing roads  and  trails  and  mitigation  of  effects  on 
fragile  soils  generally  would  allow  exploration 
and  development  activities  to  occur.  However,  in 
many  areas  the  only  way  a  potential  reservoir 
could  be  reached  would  be  by  directional  drilling. 

The  recovery  of  oil  and  gas  by  directional  drill- 
ing is  more  costly  for  several  reasons.  Theamount 
of  increase  in  costs  depends  on  several  factors, 
one  of  which  is  the  departure  (the  horizontal  dis- 
tance between  the  drill  rig  and  the  target  zone  or 
potential  reservoir).  On  Carter  Mountain,  2,200 
acres  of  federal  minerals  would  be  inaccessible 
to  wells  drilled  with  a  Vi-mile  departure  or  less,  but 
only  300  acres  would  be  inaccessible  to  wells 
drilled  with  a  1/2-mile  departure.  A  well  with  a 
Vi-mile  departure  would  not  be  very  difficult  to 
complete,  one  with  a  1/2-mile  departure  would  be 
moderately  difficult,  and  one  with  a  1-mile  depar- 
ture probably  would  not  be  attempted  because  of 
the  cost  and  the  level  of  difficulty. 


79 


Environmental  Consequences 


In  addition  to  the  departure,  other  factors  that 
determine  the  increase  in  costs  due  to  directional 
drilling  are  the  depth  of  the  hole,  the  subsurface 
geology,  and  the  method  of  drilling.  Rented  drill 
rig  and  equipment  would  be  needed  for  a  longer 
time  in  directional  drilling;  therefore,  rental  costs 
would  be  higher.  The  cost  of  drilling  mud,  labor, 
and  equipment  also  would  would  be  higher  in 
directional  drilling,  and  more  dirt  work  would  be 
needed  to  accommodate  additional  equipment. 

As  a  rough  estimate,  a  10,000-foot  well  with  a 
74-mile  departure  could  cost  10%  more  than  the 
same  well  with  no  departure;  one  with  a  V2-mile 
departure  could  cost  50%  more;  and  one  with  a 
1-mile  departure,  100%  more. 

Although  no  drilling  has  occurred  in  the  pro- 
posed ACEC  so  far,  interest  in  exploration  in  the 
Carter  Mountain  area  is  high. 

There  would  be  no  adverse  effects  on  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  development  under  the  pro- 
posed plan  from  management  actions  in  the  Five 
Springs  Falls,  Little  Mountain,  and  Sheep  Moun- 
tain Anticline  proposed  ACECs. 

Overlapping  seasonal  restrictions  to  protect 
wildlife  in  the  Chapman  Bench  proposed  ACEC 
would  limit  drilling  time  from  a  minimum  of  about 
four  months  to  a  maximum  of  about  six  months 
per  year,  depending  on  location.  Oil  in  this  area 
is  most  likely  to  occur  in  the  Frontier  Formation, 
which  is  about  15,000  feet  below  the  surface.  Drill- 
ing to  reach  this  depth  would  take  two  or  more 
years  to  complete  because  of  the  seasonal  restric- 
tions; the  added  cost  of  drilling  could  make  explo- 
ration uneconomical.  However,  on  the  basis  of 
projections  of  future  activity,  it  appears  unlikely 
that  the  area  would  be  drilled  for  deep  gas  within 
the  next  ten  years.  Shallower  reservoirs  could  be 
developed  within  "open"  periods  allowed  by  sea- 
sonal limitations,  and  because  of  this,  adverse 
effects  on  oil  and  gas  development  would  not  be 
expected  in  the  Chapman  Bench  proposed 
ACEC. 

Although  additional  locatable  mineral  closures 
would  be  made  in  all  of  the  proposed  ACECs,  no 
effectswould  beexpectedon  locatable  mineral  ex- 
ploration and  development.  In  the  two  proposed 
ACECs  that  have  large  numbers  of  existing  claims 
(Little  Mountain  and  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline), 
most  areas  of  mineralization  are  already  covered 
by  mining  claims.  A  new  mineral  closure  would 
not  have  any  effect  on  the  valid  existing  rights  for 
mineral  exploration  and  development  that  would 
be  associated  with  these  claims. 


Livestock  Grazing 

Proposed  range  projects  and  intensive  manage- 
ment systems  in  49  "I"  allotments  eventually 
would  improve  overall  range  condition  and 
restore  3,613  AUMS  in  the  long  term.  This  would 
reflect  a  level  within  97%  of  the  existing  grazing 
use  (as  described  in  Alternative  A  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS).  The  suggested  practices  would  be  spring 
deferment  of  grazing,  rest-rotation  grazing  sys- 
tems, vegetation  manipulations,  and  structural 
projects  to  improve  livestock  distribution. 
Improved  forage  production  and  condition  would 
benefit  both  livestock  and  wildlife. 

Spring  livestock  grazing  would  be  subject  to 
rest  systems  or  deferment  on  seven  allotments  to 
restore  overall  vigor  of  desirable  cool  season 
grasses.  These  measures  might  cause  operators 
to  seek  private  pastures  or  to  use  supplemental 
feed  during  specific  seasons.  The  need  to  move 
livestock  and  to  maintain  facilities  could  mean 
additional  work  for  the  operators  affected. 

Livestock  trailing  would  be  monitored  in  allot- 
ments along  historical  livestock  trailing  routes  so 
that  appropriate  use  levels  could  be  determined. 
Livestock  trailing  would  be  adjusted  if  it  was  in 
conflict  with  other  grazing  use  within  affected 
allotments.  These  adjustments  could  require 
some  operators  to  move  livestock  by  truck  or 
obtain  permission  to  move  livestock  over  private 
lands,  which  generally  would  increase  costs  for 
affected  operators.  After  monitoring  and  consul- 
tation with  permittees,  withdrawals  for  livestock 
driveways  no  longer  required  fortrailing  would  be 
revoked.  In  addition,  the  BLM  would  modify 
routes  of  historical  use  to  mitigate  impacts  asso- 
ciated with  livestock  trailing. 


Recreation 

Designation  of  five  SRMAs,  improved  access, 
and  promotion  of  recreation  opportunities  would 
bring  about  an  increase  of  164,220  recreation  vis- 
itor days  (RVDs)  above  existing  use.  The  changes 
in  annual  recreation  use  are  displayed  in  revised 
table  42. 

ORV  designations  provided  by  the  proposed 
plan  would  change  the  pattern  of  use.  Designa- 
tion of  ORV  play  areas  and  increased  directional 
signing  would  increase  use  from  4,500  to  5,400 
RVDs.  ORV  use  IN  85%  of  the  planning  area  would 
be  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails.  Access 
could  be  restricted  in  the  remainder  of  the  plan- 
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ning  area,  where  ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  des- 
ignated roads  and  trails;  however,  routes  could  be 
designated  to  allow  access  to  areas  that  are  now 
open  to  motor  vehicles.  There  would  be  ample 
challenges  for  most  ORV  enthusiasts  in  85%  of  the 
planning  area. 

The  establishment  of  ORV  play  areas  near 
Lovell  (Bentonite  Hills  and  Lovell  Lakes)  could 
reduce  the  level  of  dispersed  ORV  use  or  adjacent 
lands  in  the  Bighorn  Canyon  National  Recreation 
Area. 

While  it  would  be  necessary  to  protect  the  pub- 
lic, closing  of  areas  around  shooting  ranges  to 
ORV  use  could  reduce  the  size  of  the  Bentonite 
Hills  ORV  play  area.  In  addition,  because  that  area 
would  not  be  closed  to  locatable  mineral  develop- 
ment, its  use  for  ORV  activities  could  be  lost.  How- 
ever, other  areas  could  be  designated  for  this  use. 

Restrictions  on  exploration  for  and  develop- 
ment of  leasable  and  locatable  minerals  would  pre- 
vent degradation  of  important  recreational 
resources.  Specifically,  the  "no  surface  occu- 
pancy" restriction  would  protect  major  cave  pas- 
sages. River  tracts,  recreation  sites,  and  signifi- 
cant caves  also  would  be  protected  by  closures 
to  location  of  mining  claim. 

ORV  restrictions  and  restrictions  placed  on  min- 
eral development  would  stabilize  opportunities 
for  semiprimitive  nonmotorized  recreation  in  2% 
of  the  planning  area.  (See  table  43  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  and  the  Additions  and  Corrections  for 
chapter  4.) 

No  significant  adverse  effects  on  recreation 
resources  would  be  expected  to  result  from  pos- 
sible sale  of  public  lands  provided  easements 
could  be  maintained  or  established  for  public 
access  across  the  patented  lands  where  neces- 
sary. No  significant  effects  would  result  from  ter- 
mination of  BOR  withdrawals  and  C&MU  classifi- 
cations. 

Recreation  use  under  the  proposed  plan  would 
remain  at  a  level  of  about  1 ,500  RVDs  in  the  Carter 
Mountain  proposed  ACEC. 

Recreation  use  in  the  Chapman  Bench  pro- 
posed ACEC  would  remain  at  fewer  than  50  RVDs 
per  year. 

Recreation  use  in  the  Five  Springs  Falls  pro- 
posed ACEC  would  continue  to  be  about  800 
RVDs  per  year.  Additional  interpretive  signs,  res- 
trictions on  climbing  and  hiking,  and  closure  of 
the  proposed  ACEC  to  ORV  use  would  not  affect 
the  recreation  opportunities. 

Recreation  use  in  the  Little  Mountain  proposed 
ACEC  would  increase  to  about  1 ,500  RVDs  annu- 


ally because  of  the  establishment  of  visitor  ser- 
vices, construction  of  facilities,  and  use  of  direc- 
tional and  interpretive  signing.  Cave  use  would 
make  up  60%  of  this  increase  in  use,  and  hunting, 
fishing  and  sightseeing  would  account  for  the 
remainder.  Limitation  of  ORV  use  to  designated 
roads  and  trails  would  reduce  adverse  effects  on 
caves  while  allowing  access  throughout  the  pro- 
posed ACEC. 

Recreation  use  in  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline 
proposed  ACEC  would  increase  to  about  3,500 
RVDs  per  year. 


Soils 

The  proposed  plan  would  lead  to  reductions  in 
accelerated  soil  erosion  in  both  the  short  term  and 
the  long  term  (see  table  44  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 
A  decrease  of  about  60,700  tons  in  the  short  term 
and  490,600  tons  in  the  long  term  would  result 
largely  from  changes  in  grazing  and  recreation 
management.  Effectson  soilsfrom  range  manage- 
ment would  increase  in  the  short  term  by  about 
6%,  but  they  would  decrease  by  about  17%  in  the 
long  term. 

Limitations  on  ORV  use  and  concentration  of 
recreation  in  designated  areas  would  bring  about 
a  37%  reduction  in  recreation-caused  soil 
impacts. 

Soil  loss  in  the  Carter  Mountain  proposed 
ACEC  would  be  reduced  significantly  from  the 
current  level  because  of  ORV  restrictions. 

Soil  loss  would  remain  about  the  same  in  the 
Chapman  Bench  proposed  ACEC  despite  the 
management  objective  to  reduce  vegetative 
height  and  density  before  the  long-billed  curlew 
and  mountain  plover  nesting  season. 

In  the  Five  Springs  Falls,  Little  Mountain,  and 
Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  proposed  ACECs,  soil 
impacts  would  result  from  exploration  and  devel- 
opment of  leasable  and  locatable  minerals,  live- 
stock grazing,  right-of-way  construction,  and 
ORV  use.  The  levels  of  these  impacts  under  the 
proposed  plan  would  be  somewhat  less  than 
under  present  management  because  of  restric- 
tions on  surface-disturbing  activities,  including 
ORV  use. 


Vegetation 

ORV  use  would  be  restricted  more  under  the 
proposed  plan  than  at  present;  therefore,  there 
would  be  fewer  effects  on  vegetation. 
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Under  the  proposed  plan,  vegetation  would  be 
partially  or  totally  removed  by  surface-disturbing 
activities  such  as  minerals  exploration  and  devel- 
opment, right-of-way  construction,  and  timber 
harvesting.  While  some  impacts  from  surface- 
disturbing  activities  are  short  term,  others  may 
last  more  than  20  years.  For  example,  revegeta- 
tion  of  bentonite  mines  in  the  eastern  portion  of 
the  planning  area  is  not  very  successful  because 
the  soils  are  poor  and  the  area  has  low  precipita- 
tion. Other  long-term  impacts  would  be  caused  by 
construction  of  permanent  roads,  structures,  and 
other  facilities. 

Construction  of  drill  pads,  roads,  pipelines, 
power  lines  and  other  facilities  for  oil  and  gas  oper- 
ations would  result  in  the  net  loss  of  vegetation 
from  almost  200  acres  per  year.  Geophysical 
exploration  for  oil  and  gas  usually  would  disturb 
vegetation  on  less  than  1  acre  per  mile  of  opera- 
tion. It  is  estimated  that  80%  of  the  area  disturbed 
by  oil  and  gas  related  activities  would  be 
reclaimed  and  revegetated  within  three  years. 
Reestablishment  of  vegetation  on  sites  that  have 
been  disturbed  for  long  periods  would  be  difficult 
if  topsoil  became  sterile  or  eroded  away. 

Vegetation  would  be  disturbed  by  activities 
associated  with  trenching  and  strip  mining  for 
locatable  and  salable  minerals,  especially  bento- 
nite. For  example,  vegetative  cover  is  removed  or 
destroyed  from  areas  that  are  used  for  trenching, 
mining,  haul  roads,  and  storing  overburden  and 
topsoil.  In  most  cases,  the  poor  growth  mediums 
of  the  soil  types  and  the  low  precipitation  in  areas 
where  bentonite  is  found  have  made  it  impossible 
to  replace  the  original  vegetative  community 
through  reclamation.  Net  vegetative  productivity 
is  reduced  on  up  to  400  acres  per  year  by  bento- 
nite mining  and  on  fewer  than  20  acres  per  year 
by  sand  and  gravel  mining. 

The  area  needed  for  sanitary  landfills  usually  is 
about  3  acres  per  10,000  people  per  year.  Vege- 
tation on  less  than  10  acres  per  year  would  be  dis- 
turbed for  landfills  in  the  planning  area;  approx- 
imately one  AUM  of  forage  would  be  lost. 

Farming  on  desert  land  entries  would  cause 
existing  vegetation  to  be  replaced  by  such  irri- 
gated crops  as  alfalfa,  barley,  corn,  sugar  beets, 
or  dry  beans.  The  value  of  production  depends  on 
crop  yield  and  price.  The  vegetative  composition 
would  bechanged  by  the  activities  of  crop  produc- 
tion, including  tilling  of  soil;  seeding  of  crops;  irri- 
gation; application  of  fertilizers,  herbicides,  and 
insecticides;  and  harvesting. 

After  about  20  years,  range  management  activ- 
ities (stocking  rate  adjustments,  use  of  grazing 
systems,  and  range  project  developments)  would 


result  in  range  condition  ratings  of  27%  poor,  31% 
fair,  21%  good,  and  4%  excellent.  The  remaining 
17%  covers  range  sites  that  are  "unconditioned" 
at  present  (see  table  G-1  in  appendix  G). 

Vegetative  manipulations  to  increase  plant  spe- 
cies diversity  and  protective  fencing  would 
improve  the  condition  of  9,600  acres  within  10  ye- 
ars. Range  project  construction  would  cause  a 
short-duration  removal  of  or  reduction  in  vegeta- 
tion on  27,000  acres,  but  these  projects  would 
improve  range  condition  to  good  or  better  after 
20  years. 

Proposed  wild  horse  numbers  would  be  at  a 
level  that  would  stabilize  current  range  conditions 
in  most  of  the  herd  area.  No  improvement  in  con- 
dition would  be  expected  on  62,000  acres  in  the 
herd  area,  but  vegetation  on  7,660  acres  would  be 
improved  by  at  least  one  condition  class,  primar- 
ily through  natural  regeneration. 

The  condition  of  vegetation  on  about  2,700 
acres  of  prairie  dog  towns  would  remain  static  or 
continue  to  decline.  Prairie  dog  control  on  about 
225  acres  would  improve  range  condition. 

Forest  management  activities  would  reduce 
age  class  and  plant  species  diversity  on  500  acres 
after  20  years.  Vegetative  improvement  (thinning) 
would  occur  on  970  acres  after  10  years. 

The  possible  sale  of  public  lands  under  the  pro- 
posed plan  would  have  no  significant  adverse 
effects  on  vegetative  resources.  No  significant 
rare  plants  are  known  to  exist  on  lands  identified 
as  potentially  suitable  for  disposal.  Any  signifi- 
cant vegetative  resources  on  these  lands  proba- 
bly would  be  discovered  in  site-specific  investiga- 
tions that  would  be  conducted  during  evaluation 
of  sale  proposals,  and  the  sale  could  be  denied 
if  necessary. 

No  significant  adverse  effects  on  vegetation 
would  be  expected  from  termination  of  BOR  with- 
drawals and  C&MU  classifications. 

No  effects  on  vegetation  would  be  expected 
under  the  proposed  plan  from  management 
actions  in  any  of  the  proposed  ACECs. 


Visual  Resources 

The  effects  on  visual  resources  under  the  pro- 
posed plan  would  be  the  same  as  those  described 
for  Alternative  A  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  For  exam- 
ple, there  would  be  long-term  or  permanent 
impacts  on  about  20%  of  the  area  disturbed  by 
mineral  exploration  and  development,  right-of- 
way  construction,  timber  harvesting,  livestock 
grazing,  and  ORV  use. 
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The  visual  quality  of  the  Carter  Mountain  pro- 
posed ACEC  would  be  maintained  or  improved 
through  restrictions  placed  on  surface-disturbing 
activities  and  ORV  use. 

Restricted  ORV  use  would  maintain  or  improve 
the  visual  quality  of  the  Chapman  Bench  pro- 
posed ACEC. 

Management  of  the  Five  Springs  Falls  proposed 
ACEC  according  to  Class  I  VRM  objectives  would 
protect  the  visual  integrity  of  the  natural  land- 
scape. 

Visual  quality  would  be  improved  in  the  Little 
Mountain  proposed  ACEC  through  cleanup  of 
some  of  the  area's  uranium  mining  and  explora- 
tion diggings  under  the  state  of  Wyoming's  aban- 
doned mined  land  reclamation  program. 

Visual  quality  in  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline 
proposed  ACEC  would  be  improved  somewhat 
under  the  proposed  plan  through  restrictions 
placed  on  ORV  use.  However,  visual  quality  would 
decline  locally  as  a  result  of  locatable  minerals 
mining  and  exploration  activity  on  limestone  and 
building  stone  claims  in  the  proposed  ACEC. 


Water  Resources 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  produced  water  and 
associated  salt  loadings  would  gradually 
decrease  as  oil  and  gas  production  declines.  Like 
most  groundwater,  produced  water  generally  is 
higher  in  dissolved  solids  (salinity)  than  surface 
water  because  of  longer  exposure  to  minerals. 
The  decrease  in  produced  water  would  result  in 
a  gradual  improvement  in  the  quality  of  receiving 
perennial  streams.  However,  produced  water  dis- 
charged to  ephemeral  drainages  has  created 
numerous  wetland/riparian  areas  and  associated 
wildlife  habitat.  In  addition,  produced  water  pro- 
vides water  for  wildlife  and  livestock  and  aug- 
ments water  used  for  irrigation  purposes.  If  pro- 
duced water  accounts  for  the  majority  of 
streamflow,  there  would  be  a  loss  of  wetland  hab- 
itat commensurate  with  reductions  in  produced 
water  discharges. 

Annual  suspended  sediment  loads  would 
decrease  from  the  present  rates  by  11,000  tons 
(3%)  in  the  short  term  and  53,000  tons  (13%)  in 
the  long  term.  Sediment  loads  that  would  be  gen- 
erated by  each  drainage  basin  are  listed  in  table 
45  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

Changes  in  range  management  on  "I"  category 
allotments  would  bring  about  a  short-term 
increase  (10,100  tons,  or  2%)  and  a  long-term 
decrease  (32,900  tons,  or  8%)  in  sediment  yields. 


Management  actions  for  recreation  would  reduce 
sediment  yields  by  17,000  tons  (4%)  through  res- 
trictions on  ORVs  and  the  designation  of  ORV 
play  areas. 

Restrictions  that  would  be  imposed  on  surface- 
disturbing  activities  to  protect  ifragile  soils,  wild- 
life, and  wildlife  habitat  would  reduce  sediment 
yields  from  these  activities  by  2,200  tons  (1%). 


Wetlands 

Implementation  of  proposed  grazing  practices 
and  projects  in  wetland  areas  would  ensure  rapid 
restoration  and  improvement  of  wetland  habitat 
conditions  in  the  planning  area. 

Stream  habitat  conditions  would  be  improved 
through  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  or 
changes  in  seasons  of  use.  Vegetative  diversity 
and  density  within  the  riparian  zones  would 
increase,  causing  the  channels  to  narrow  and 
become  more  stable.  Implementation  of  projects 
to  improve  stream  zones  would  accelerate  habitat 
recovery. 

Reservoir  wetlands  would  improve  through 
implementation  of  the  proposed  grazing  prac- 
tices and  reservoir  habitat  enhancement  projects. 
The  number  of  wetlands  would  increase  with  con- 
struction of  new  reservoirs.  Similar  management 
practices  would  have  the  same  effect  on  wetlands 
associated  with  springs. 

Erosion  and  subsequent  sedimentation  in 
wetlands  would  be  reduced  through  the  reduction 
of  surface  disturbance  caused  by  grazing,  miner- 
als development,  and  ORV  use.  This  would 
improve  stream  and  reservoir  habitat  condition 
and  extend  the  life  of  reservoirs. 

The  net  effect  of  implementation  of  the  pro- 
posed plan  would  be  reversal  of  the  downward 
trend  in  habitat  condition.  About  40%  of  the 
stream  zone  miles  would  improve  by  at  least  one 
condition  class  within  ten  years  after  plan  imple- 
mentation. The  habitat  condition  of  the  identified 
management  reservoirs  and  springs  either  would 
be  maintained  in  acceptable  condition  or  would 
be  improved. 


Wild  Horses 

The  effects  on  wild  horses  from  the  proposed 
plan  would  be  the  same  as  those  under  existing 
management.  At  the  proposed  population  level  of 
100,  a  healthy  breeding  herd  would  be  main- 
tained. There  would  be  no  effects  on  wild  horses 
from  actions  in  any  of  the  proposed  ACECs. 


84 


Environmental  Consequences 


Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat 


Fisheries 

Improvement  of  fisheries  habitat  generally 
would  parallel  that  for  wetlands.  Establishment  of 
proposed  grazing  practices  and  implementation 
of  stream  and  reservoir  habitat  improvement  proj- 
ects would  improve  and  create  fisheries  habitat. 
Stream  fish  would  benefit  primarily  through  nat- 
ural habitat  recovery  associated  with  reduced  live- 
stock use  of  stream  zones. 

Streamside  vegetation  would  increase,  result- 
ing in  narrower  and  deeper  channels  with  over- 
hanging banks.  As  the  channels  narrowed,  rubble/ 
gravel  bottoms  would  become  cleaner  and  more 
conducive  to  spawning  and  fish  food  production. 
With  implementation  of  improved  grazing  sys- 
tems, erosion  and  peak  runoff  from  uplands 
would  be  reduced,  resulting  in  further  improve- 
ment of  conditions  for  support  of  stream  fish. 

Creation  of  new  water  development  projects 
would  create  new  reservoir  fisheries  and  would 
help  to  attract  livestock  away  from  stream  zones. 
Construction  of  new  reservoirs  would  result  in  cre- 
ation of  additional  fisheries  habitat. 

Reduction  of  stream  channel  and  upland  ero- 
sion would  decrease  turbidity  and  sedimentation 
of  fisheries  habitat  in  streams  and  reservoirs. 
Improved  watershed  conditions  would  reduce 
peak  flows  and  increase  more  desirable  flows 
during  low  water  periods,  improving  fish  habitat 
conditions  in  both  perennial  streams  and  reser- 
voirs. 

Overall,  implementation  of  the  proposed  plan 
would  stop  or  reverse  the  downward  trend  of  per- 
ennial stream  habitat  and  improve  about  40%  of 
the  stream  miles  by  at  least  one  condition  class. 
The  decline  of  existing  reservoir  fisheries  habitat 
would  be  slowed  or  temporarily  halted.  Construc- 
tion of  at  least  two  new  reservoirs  with  fish  sup- 
port capability  would  increase  the  total  standing 
water  fish  habitat. 


Wildlife  Habitat 

Terrestrial   Habitats  and  Animal   Communities. 

The  effects  on  wildlife  habitat  that  could  be 
expected  to  occur  under  the  proposed  plan  are 
shown  in  table  46  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  revision  and  implementation  of  the  Rattle- 
snake Mountain  Forest/Habitat  Management 
Plan  would  lead  to  better  integration  of  forest  man- 
agement practices  and  wildlife  management  prac- 
tices. Actions  carried  out  underthe  proposed  plan 


would  improve  animal  species  diversity  and  the 
quality  and  diversity  of  habitat  in  5,900  acres 
(46%)  of  high-value  forestlands.  This  would  ben- 
efitapproximately  160wild  animal  species,  includ- 
ing accipiters,  cavity-nesting  owls,  moose,  and 
elk. 

Recreational  activities  in  wetland  habitats  dur- 
ing breeding  seasons  would  increase  stress  on 
breeding  animals  and  would  decrease  wildlife  pro- 
duction. 


Production  and  Recovery  Habitat  for  Endangered 
Species.  During  the  next  ten  years,  approximately 
2,500  acres  of  black-footed  ferret  recovery  habitat 
would  be  surveyed  for  ferrets  or  improved  for 
ferret  recovery  as  described  in  the  prairie  dog  eco- 
system HMP  (USDI,  BLM  *1986d). 

The  habitat  quality  of  170  acres  (1%)  of  bald 
eagle  production  habitat  would  be  reduced  by 
human  intrusions  and  other  activities  associated 
with  bentonite  mining.  Bald  eagles  probably 
would  not  be  affected  during  the  next  10  years, 
but  bald  eagle  production  could  be  lowered  by 
mining  activity  in  10  to  25  years.  All  high  potential 
bald  eagle  recovery  habitat  would  be  incorpo- 
rated into  the  Yellowtail  Wildlife  Habitat  Manage- 
ment Unit  and  managed  for  eagle  production  and 
winter  support.  This  would  be  expected  to  result 
in  the  establishment  of  one  new  eagle  nest  within 
ten  years  and  the  improvement  of  230  acres  of  win- 
ter support  habitat. 

Six  nesting  pairs  of  American  peregrine  falcons 
would  be  expected  to  occupy  portions  of  the  plan- 
ning area  in  the  next  ten  years.  Peregrine  falcon 
reintroductions  would  be  carried  out  as  described 
for  Alternatives  A  and  B  (in  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 
The  proposed  plan  also  would  promote  bald  eagle 
and  peregrine  falcon  recovery  on  lands  adminis- 
tered by  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  in  the 
Bighorn  Canyon  National  Recreation  Area. 


Production  and  Recovery  Habitat  for  Candidate 
Species.  The  quality  of  production  habitat  for 
long-billed  curlews  and  mountain  plovers  would 
be  reduced  in  the  next  ten  years  by  human  intru- 
sions and  other  disturbances  from  oil  and  gas 
activity.  This  would  occur  on  about  450  acres  (2%) 
of  such  habitat  both  inside  and  outside  the  Chap- 
man Bench  proposed  ACEC.  One  nesting  pair  of 
one  of  those  species  would  be  eliminated.  The 
ACEC  proposal  would  include  development  and 
improvement  of  6,000  acres  of  foraging  and  pro- 
duction habitat  for  curlews  along  Sand  Coulee 
Draw.  This  would  be  expected  to  increase  the 
breeding  curlew  population  by  50%. 
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The  proposed  plan  would  include  improved 
resource  protection  measures  for  new  ferrugi- 
nous hawk  nest  sites.  Not  more  than  four  breed- 
ing pairs  of  ferruginous  hawks  would  be  expected 
to  inhabit  the  planning  area  in  ten  years,  but  the 
potential  for  species  recovery  would  be  better 
than  under  existing  management.  Swainson's 
hawks  would  not  be  affected  by  management 
actions  under  the  proposed  plan. 

Production  and  Staging  Habitat  for  Waterfowl 
and  Water  Birds.  The  quality  of  900  acres  (2%)  of 
sandhill  crane  fall  staging/roosting  habitat  would 
be  reduced  in  the  next  ten  years  by  human  intru- 
sion and  other  disturbances  due  to  oil  and  gas 
activities.  This  would  cause  a  1%  reduction  in  the 
crane  population. 

With  restrictions  on  power  line  construction 
near  major  river  drainages,  power  line  collision 
mortalities  of  migrating  and  resident  water  birds 
still  would  occur  at  an  undetermined  level,  but  the 
number  would  be  expected  to  be  lower  than  exist- 
ing management. 

Fewer  invertebrate  prey  animals  would  be  lost 
underthe  proposed  plan  than  under  existing  man- 
agement because  of  restrictions  on  chemical  con- 
trol of  noxious  weeds.  This  would  improvethe  pro- 
duction of  waterfowl,  double-crested  cormorants, 
and  great  blue  herons. 


Raptor  Production  Habitat.  Human  intrusions  and 
disturbances  from  bentonite  mining  activities 
would  eliminate  520  acres  of  raptor  production 
habitat  during  the  next  ten  years.  This  probably 
would  cause  one  nest  to  be  abandoned. 

Collision  mortalities  of  certain  raptor  species 
would  be  expected  to  be  fewer  under  the  pro- 
posed plan  because  of  restrictions  on  the  con- 
struction of  aboveground  power  lines  along  major 
rivers.  These  are  the  areas  where  most  wetland 
habitats,  flight  routes  to  feeding  areas,  and  migra- 
tion corridors  are  found. 


Grouse  Production  Habitat.  Human  intrusion  and 
other  disturbances  related  to  bentonite  mining 
would  eliminate  one  sage  grouse  strutting  ground 
in  the  next  ten  years,  and  the  quality  of  1 ,100  acres 
of  sage  grouse  habitat  would  be  lowered. 

Adverse  effects  on  sage  grouse  and  sharp- 
tailed  grouse  would  be  less  likely  than  underexist- 
ing  management  becauseone  management  objec- 
tive under  the  proposed  plan  to  limit  surface 
disturbances  to  no  morethan  10%of  suitable  nest- 
ing habitat  within  2  miles  of  dancing  grounds. 


Habitat  for  Big  Game  Ungulates.  Competition  for 
forage  would  occur  between  livestock  and 
pronghorn  on  about  437,000  acres  of  the  prongh- 
orn  habitat  on  public  land.  The  grazing  use  of 
some  of  the  plant  groups  (grasses,  forbs,  shrubs) 
on  these  lands  would  exceed  the  amount  of  the 
vegetation  that  the  plants  could  replace  under  nor- 
mal climatic  conditions.  On  approximately 
144,000  of  these  acres,  use  would  be  extensive 
enough  to  remove  from  all  of  the  plant  groups 
more  total  vegetation  than  the  amount  that  would 
normally  be  replaced.  These  conflicts  would 
affect  pronghorn  populations  in  the  Badger 
Basin,  Carter  Mountain,  and  Crystal  Creek  herd 
units.  The  affected  public  lands  support  42%  of 
the  summer  pronghorn  population  and  45%  of  the 
winter  pronghorn  population  in  those  herd  units. 
Within  ten  years,  this  could  result  in  a  net  loss  of 
2%  of  the  existing  pronghorn  population  (see 
table  47  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 

Competition  for  forage  would  occur  between 
livestock  and  elk  on  about  99,000  acres  of  the  elk 
habitat  on  public  land.  The  grazing  use  of  some 
of  the  plant  groups  (grasses,  forbs,  shrubs)  on 
these  lands  would  exceed  the  amount  of  the  vege- 
tation that  the  plants  could  replace  under  normal 
climatic  conditions.  On  approximately  34,000  of 
these  acres,  use  would  be  extensive  enough  to 
remove  from  all  of  the  plant  groups  more  total 
vegetation  than  the  amount  that  would  normally 
be  replaced.  Conflicts  would  affect  elk  popula- 
tions in  the  Carter  Mountain,  Clarks  Fork,  Horse 
Creek,  Northeast  Bighorn,  and  North  Fork  Sho- 
shone herd  units.  The  affected  public  lands  sup- 
port 2%  of  the  summer  elk  population  and  7%  of 
the  winter  elk  population  in  those  herd  units. 
Included  in  the  areas  of  conflict  are  35,000  acres 
of  the  crucial  winter  habitat  and  parturition  hab- 
itat for  elk  on  public  land. 

Surface  disturbance  and  other  activities  asso- 
ciated with  mineral  development  would  reduce 
elk  crucial  winter  habitat  by  about  190  acres  and 
would  reduce  elk  parturition  habitat  by  about  80 
acres.  The  quality  of  6,500  more  acres  of  elk  par- 
turition habitat  would  be  lowered. 

Localized  human  disturbances  from  ORV  traffic 
would  displace  elk  populations  on  crucial  winter 
ranges  and  calving  ranges  and  probably  would 
cause  mortalities. 

Management  actions  such  as  plantings  to 
improve  vegetative  species  diversity,  manage- 
ment of  vehicle  access,  and  timber  harvest  to 
increase  edge  effect  would  lead  to  improvement 
of  5,900  acres  (46%)  of  the  dense  conifer  elk  sup- 
port habitat  on  public  land  in  the  planning  area. 
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Cumulatively,  the  effects  on  elk  from  the  pro- 
posed plan  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  7%  of  the 
existing  elk  population. 

Competition  for  forage  would  occur  between 
livestock  and  deer  on  about  581,000  acres  of  the 
mule  deer  and  white-tailed  deer  habitat  on  public 
land.  The  grazing  use  of  some  of  the  plant  groups 
(grasses,  forbs,  shrubs)  on  these  lands  would 
exceed  the  amount  of  the  vegetation  that  the 
plants  could  replace  under  normal  climatic  condi- 
tions. On  approximately  156,000  acres,  use  would 
be  extensive  enough  to  remove  from  all  of  the 
plant  groups  more  total  vegetation  than  the 
amount  that  would  normally  be  replaced.  Con- 
flicts would  affect  deer  populations  in  the  Clarks 
Fork,  Devil  Canyon,  Greybull  River,  Horse  Creek, 
Meeteetse,  North  Fork  Shoshone,  Shoshone 
River,  and  South  Fork  Shoshone  herd  units.  The 
affected  public  lands  support  3%  of  the  summer 
deer  population  and  9%  of  the  winter  deer  popu- 
lation in  those  herd  units.  Included  in  the  areas 
of  conflict  are  39,000  acres  of  crucial  winter  hab- 
itat for  deer. 

Surface  disturbance  and  other  activities  asso- 
ciated with  mineral  development  would  reduce 
crucial  winter  habitat  for  deer  by  about  700  acres, 
and  the  quality  of  30,000  more  acres  would  be 
lowered. 

Cumulatively,  the  effects  on  deer  from  the  pro- 
posed plan  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  1%  of  the 
existing  deer  population. 

Competition  for  forage  would  occur  between 
livestock  and  moose  on  about  26,000  acres  of 
moose  habitat  on  public  land.  The  grazing  use  of 
some  of  the  plant  groups  (grasses,  forbs,  shrubs) 
on  these  lands  would  exceed  the  amount  of  the 
vegetation  that  the  plants  could  replace  under  nor- 
mal climatic  conditions.  These  conflicts  would 
affect  moose  populations  in  the  Greybull- 
Gooseberry  and  North  Fork  Shoshone  herd  units. 
The  affected  public  lands  support  10%  of  the 
summer  moose  population  and  12%  of  the  winter 
moose  population  in  those  herd  units. 

Management  actions  such  as  plantings  to 
improve  vegetative  species  diversity,  manage- 
ment of  vehicle  access,  and  timber  harvest  to 
increase  edge  effect  would  lead  to  improvement 
of  480  acres  (24%)  of  the  dense  conifer  moose  sup- 
port habitat  on  public  land  in  the  planning  area. 
Over  a  ten-year  period  there  would  be  no  effect 
on  moose  populations. 

Competition  for  forage  would  occur  between 
livestock  and  bighorn  sheep  on  about  46,000 
acres  of  the  bighorn  sheep  habitat  on  public  land. 
The  grazing  use  of  some  of  the  plant  groups 
(grasses,  forbs,  shrubs)  on  these  lands  would 
exceed  the  amount  of  the  vegetation  that  the 


plants  could  replace  under  normal  climatic  condi- 
tions. On  approximately  26,800  of  these  acres, 
use  would  be  extensive  enough  to  remove  from 
all  of  the  plant  groups  more  total  vegetation  than 
the  amount  that  would  normally  be  replaced. 
These  conflicts  would  affect  bighorn  sheep  pop- 
ulations in  the  Francs  Peak,  North  Bighorn,  Trout 
Peak,  and  Wapiti  Ridge  herd  units.  The  affected 
public  lands  support  2%  of  the  summer  and  winter 
populations  in  those  herd  units.  Included  in  the 
areas  of  conflict  are  1 0,300  acres  (57%)  of  the  cru- 
cial winter  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep  on  public 
land.  Over  a  ten-year  period,  these  effects  would 
result  in  a  net  loss  of  2%  of  the  existing  sheep  pop- 
ulation. 


Effects  on  Socioeconomic 
Conditions 


Agriculture 


General  Effects 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  annual  allowable 
forage  levels  and  related  output  revenue,  per- 
sonal income,  and  employment  would  be  lower 
than  either  current  levels  or  levels  that  were  pro- 
jected if  existing  management  had  been  contin- 
ued. The  number  of  AUMs  projected  for  the  first 
10  years  under  the  proposed  plan  would  be 
roughly  8%  lower  than  those  that  were  projected 
if  existing  management  had  been  continued.  How- 
ever, in  the  long  term,  some  of  this  loss  would  be 
regained,  so  that  by  the  20th  year  the  proposed 
plan  allowable  forage  level  would  be  only  2%  to 
3%  less  than  the  expected  level  from  continuation 
of  existing  management.  For  this  analysis,  it  is 
assumed  that  changes  in  AUMs  would  be  accom- 
panied by  changes  in  related  output  revenues,  per- 
sonal income,  and  employment. 


Output  Revenue 

After  10  years  under  the  proposed  plan  imple- 
mentation, BLM-administered  AUMs  would  sup- 
port about  $21.7  million  of  the  two-county  area's 
annual  direct  livestock  sector  revenue.  This  is 
approximately  $1.8  million  less  than  that  pro- 
jected under  continuation  of  existing  manage- 
ment. By  the  end  of  20  years,  the  amount  under 
the  proposed  plan  would  be  $22.7  million  in  direct 
revenues,  or  approximately  $800,000  less  than 
would  have  been  expected  if  existing  manage- 
ment had  been  continued.  The  total  annual  direct 
revenue  realized  by  the  area's  livestock  sector  in 
the  1985-86  base  period  (from  utilizing  both 
public  and  private  AUMs)  was  about  $70.5  million. 
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The  decline  in  direct  output  revenues  under  this 
alternative  would  lead  to  subsequent  declines  in 
indirect  and  induced  revenues,  so  that  the  total 
output  revenues  (direct  plus  indirect  plus 
induced)  supported  by  BLM-administered  live- 
stock AUMs  could  amount  to  slightly  more  than 
$56  million  by  the  10th  yearand  nearly  $59  million 
by  the  20th  year.  By  comparison,  BLM- 
administered  AUMs  currently  support  almost  $61 
million  in  total  annual  area  revenues.  Under  con- 
tinuation of  present  management,  the  current  lev- 
els would  continue  during  the  first  10  years  of  plan 
implementation  but  would  decline  to  $60  million 
in  20  years.  In  1985-86,  the  total  area  livestock 
sector  supported  about  $183  million  of  total  area 
output  revenue. 

Personal  Income 

The  total  livestock  sector  accounted  for  almost 
$22  million  in  direct  plus  indirect  plus  induced 
annual  personal  income  in  the  two-county  area  in 
1985-86.  The  BLM-administered  AUMs  supported 
about  one-third  of  that  total.  Under  the  proposed 
plan,  the  total  annual  personal  income  supported 
by  BLM-administered  AUMs  would  decline  from 
both  current  levels  and  levels  projected  if  existing 
management  had  been  continued.  By  the  10th 
year,  the  total  could  be  $576,000  lower,  but  by  the 
20th  year  it  could  recover  to  about  $240,000  less. 


Employment 

About  one-third  of  the  two-county  area's 
livestock-related  employment  is  supported  by 
BLM-administered  AUMs.  Workers  supported  by 
the  area's  livestock  sector  activities  totaled 
approximately  2,640  in  the  1985-86  base  period. 
BLM-administered  AUMs  supported  about  879  of 
these.  Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  total  employ- 
ment supported  by  BLM-administered  AUMs 
could  decline  from  current  levels  by  69  positions 
in  10  years.  By  comparison,  the  total  annual 
number  of  area  positions  supported  by  BLM- 
administered  AUMs  would  not  change  during  the 
first  10  years  under  existing  management  but  it 
would  decrease  by  about  1 2  positions  in  20  years. 
Under  the  proposed  plan,  some  improvement 
would  occur  by  the  20th  year,  so  that  the  total 
employed  could  be  only  29  positions  lower  than 
the  level  that  would  result  from  continuation  of 
present  management. 


land  under  the  proposed  plan  would  equal  pre- 
sent levels  of  500  MBF  and  1,500  cords,  respec- 
tively. Therefore,  the  direct  sales  value  of  this  out- 
put would  be  expected  to  range  between  $12,000 
and  $20,000  annually.  That  estimate  is  based  on 
a  $10  to  $20  per  MBF  saw  timber  price  and  a  $5 
per  cord  fuelwood  return. 

It  is  estimated  that  most  of  the  sawtimber  sold 
by  the  BLM  would  continue  to  be  milled  within  the 
resource  area  and  would  continue  to  represent 
about  5%  of  all  sawtimber  harvested  in  the 
resource  area.  It  is  also  expected  that  the  value 
of  timber  harvested  from  BLM-administered  lands 
in  the  planning  area  would  continue  to  amount  to 
1%  to  3%  of  the  direct  output  revenue  from  the 
total  forestry  sector  in  the  two-counties  (Big  Horn 
and  Park).  The  two-county  area's  forestry  sector 
is  responsible  for  around  $1 .7  million  of  total  area 
output  revenue  (direct  plus  indirect  plus 
induced). 

Personal  Income 

It  is  projected  that  personal  direct  income 
derived  from  the  two-county  area's  entire  forestry 
sector  would  continue  to  total  slightly  more  than 
$380,000  per  year,  with  $6,000  to  $9,000  attributed 
to  harvesting  on  BLM-administered  land.  When 
indirect  and  induced  effects  also  are  included,  the 
area's  forestry  sector  contributes  about  $472,000 
to  total  area  income,  of  which  $7,000  to  $11,000 
would  be  the  result  of  timber  harvested  on  BLM- 
administered  lands. 


Employment 

Harvesting  activities  related  to  BLM- 
administered  land  continue  to  support  less  than 
one  work-year  of  total  employment  annually 
under  the  proposed  plan.  The  two-county  area's 
total  forestry  sector  provides  29  to  30  fulltime 
workers  with  direct  employment.  This  rises  to 
about  35  workers  when  related  indirect  and 
induced  employment  is  included. 


Forestry 


Output  Revenue 

It  is  projected  that  annual  harvesting  of  saw- 
timber  and    fuelwood   from    BLM-administered 


Minerals 


General  Effects 

The  following  socioeconomic  analysis 
addresses  only  resource  area  oil  and  gas  activities 
over  time.  Other  minerals  are  not  included 
because  they  accounted  for  less  than  1%  of  the 
assessed  value  of  area  mineral  output  in  1984  and 
1985  and  are  not  expected  to  change  meaning- 
fully over  the  plan  implementation  period  of  10  to 
20  years.  However,  it  can  be  noted  that  bentonite 
related  mining,  milling,  and  hauling  is  relatively 
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important  to  the  economy  of  the  Greybull/Lovell 
area  of  Big  Horn  County.  As  a  group,  these  activ- 
ities employ  about  200  persons  and  provide 
annual  direct  earned  income  of  between  $4  and 
$4.5  million.  This  amounts  to  an  estimated  3%  to 
4%  of  Big  Horn  County's  total  annual  earned 
income  and  about  1%  to  2%  of  the  total  resource 
area's  annual  earned  income. 

Oil  and  gas  output  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area, 
including  that  from  BLM-administered  mineral 
estate,  is  projected  to  decline  significantly  over 
the  first  10  to  20  years  of  plan  implementation. 
Under  present  production  methods,  the  total 
annual  oil  output  in  the  area  in  1998  is  expected 
to  be  about  42%  less  than  output  in  1984,  and  the 
total  annual  gas  output  is  projected  to  be  only 
about  one-fourth  as  large  in  1998  as  in  1984. 
These  declines  are  expected  to  occur  as  the  area 
oil  and  gas  fields  are  further  depleted. 

There  is  a  chance  that  a  proposed  carbon  diox- 
ide pipeline  could  make  possible  some  additional 
recovery  of  area  oil  through  tertiary  injection 
procedures  over  time,  thus  slowing  the  projected 
decline  in  output.  However,  there  is  no  indication 
of  when,  or  if,  such  injection  procedures  would 
be  carried  out,  to  which  fields  they  would  be 
applied,  or  how  much  residual  oil  such  injections 
would  yield.  In  addition,  some  wells  have  been 
shut  in  because  of  low  oil  prices  in  recent  years. 
If  these  were  reactivated  in  response  to  price 
increases,  that  change  would  help  to  slow  the  pro- 
jected output  decline  to  some  extent. 


Output  Revenue 

Because  of  the  uncertainties  related  to  world  oil 
supplies  and  related  price  movements,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  estimate  appropriate  average  oil  and  gas 
prices  over  time.  However,  reported  per-unit 
prices  were  applied  to  1984  and  1985  oil  and  gas 
outputforthisanalysis.  For1986and  beyond,  per- 
unit  price  estimates  are  based  on  the  projections 
of  various  minerals  specialists  and  minerals  pub- 
lications. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  direct  sales  value  of 
annual  oil  production  in  the  resource  area  in  1998 
will  be  about  half  that  of  1984.  This  projection  is 
based  on  an  estimated  price  per  barrel  of  $19.50 
for  area  oil  in  1998.  This  would  be  a  drop  in  direct 
annual  revenues  of  roughly  $290  to  $295  million 
below  1984  area  revenues.  About  50%  to  55%  of 
1984  resource  area  oil  revenues  were  from  BLM- 
administered  mineral  estate  oil  output. 

It  is  projected  that  annual  resource  area  gas  out- 
put value  would  total  less  than  $5  million  in  1998, 
or  almost  70%  below  1984  output  value.  Roughly 


half  the  resource  area  gas  output  value  in  1984 
was  attributable  to  production  from  BLM- 
administered  mineral  estate. 

At  an  estimated  $270  to  $275  million,  the  com- 
bined value  of  annual  area  oil  and  gas  output  in 
1998  would  be  about  50%  to  55%  below  the  1984 
output  value.  This  translates  into  a  total  (direct 
plus  indirect  plus  induced)  drop  in  annual  area 
business  activity  of  between  $395  and  $400  mil- 
lion by  1998. 

Personal  Income 

The  oil  and  gas  sector  of  the  resource  area  pro- 
vided approximately  $26  million  in  annual  area 
direct  personal  income  in  1984,  with  about  50% 
to  55%  attributable  to  production  from  BLM- 
administered  mineral  estate.  By  1998,  the  area's 
total  annual  direct  personal  income  from  the  oil 
and  gas  sector  is  expected  to  have  declined  to 
slightly  over  $12  million.  When  income  from  the 
sectors  supporting  oil  and  gas  activities  are 
included,  the  estimated  total  gas  and  oil  related 
personal  income  in  1998  would  be  about  $20  mil- 
lion, or  roughly  $23  to  $24  million  less  than  in 
1984. 


Employment 

The  resource  area's  annual  direct  employment 
by  the  oil  and  gas  sector  in  1984  was  about  965 
work-years  (fulltime  equivalents).  It  is  projected 
that  this  would  decline  to  fewer  than  550  work- 
years  annually  by  1998.  The  addition  of  indirect 
and  induced  employment  related  to  area  oil  and 
gas  activities  brings  the  1998  annual  total  to 
roughly  1,700,  which  is  between  40%  and  45% 
below  the  1984  annual  level.  More  than  half  the 
resource  area  employment  related  to  oil  and  gas 
in  1984  is  attributed  to  BLM-administered  mineral 
estate. 


Recreation 


General  Effects 

The  total  number  of  RVDs  projected  forthejoint 
county  area  under  the  proposed  plan  would  be 
almost  1 .4  million  per  year.  This  is  about  6%  more 
than  the  total  projected  if  existing  management 
had  been  continued.  This  increase  would  result 
entirely  from  a  higher  incident  of  nonconsump- 
tive  activities.  Consumptive  recreational  activities 
on  BLM-administered  lands  would  account  for 
about  37%  of  the  total  RVDs  on  that  land  and  con- 
tribute more  than  $3.6  million  in  direct  annual 
area  output  revenues. 
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Output  Revenue 

Annual  direct  output  revenue  from  the  total 
joint  county  area  recreational  activities  would 
approach  $32  million.  About  one-fourth  of  this 
would  be  supported  by  recreational  activities  on 
BLM-administered  lands.  Approximately  55%  of 
the  $32  million  would  be  produced  by  the 
resource  area's  nonconsumptive  activities.  BLM- 
administered  lands  would  be  expected  to  support 
about  15%  ($2.7  million)  of  the  two-county  area's 
direct  annual  revenues  from  nonconsumptive 
activities  and  about  one-third  ($5  million)  of  the 
two-county  area's  direct  annual  revenues  from 
consumptive  recreation. 

About  90%  of  all  the  area  pronghorn  hunting 
and  80%  of  the  sage  grouse  hunting  would  occur 
on  BLM-administered  land  under  the  proposed 
plan.  In  the  nonconsumptive  activities,  BLM- 
administered  lands  host  100%  of  the  area  caving, 
more  than  50%  of  the  sightseeing,  and  about  one- 
third  of  the  picnicking. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  including  indirect 
and  induced  revenues  related  to  area  support  of 
the  recreation  sector,  total  annual  revenues 
would  exceed  $61  million,  with  BLM- 
administered  land  supporting  about  $15  million  of 
that  total.  Total  revenues  underthe  proposed  plan 
would  be  2%  to  3%  higher  than  if  present  manage- 
ment had  been  continued. 


Personal  Income 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  recreation  in  the  two- 
county  area  would  support  a  total  of  almost  $7  mil- 
lion in  direct  personal  income  annually  and  more 
than  $10.4  million  in  total  annual  area  income. 
BLM-administered  lands  would  support  about 
one-fourth  of  these  totals.  Total  personal  income 
would  be  about  2%  to  3%  higher  than  under  con- 
tinuation of  present  management. 


Employment 

The  total  area  employment  related  to  recre- 
ational activities  under  the  proposed  plan  is  pro- 
jected at  790  jobs,  about  20  jobs  higher  than 
would  be  expected  if  present  management  had 
been  continued.  Recreation  on  BLM- 
administered  lands  would  support  about  192  of 
these  positions.  Approximately  68%  to  70%  of  the 
total  employment  represents  positions  directly  at- 
tached to  the  recreation  sector  rather  than  to  sup- 
port sectors. 


Unavoidable  Adverse  Impacts 

In  addition  to  the  natural  annual  soil  loss  of 
about  1,420,000  tons,  the  annual  accelerated  soil 
loss  under  the  proposed  plan  would  be  about 
2,587,600  tons  in  the  short  term  and  2,157,700 
tons  in  the  long  term. 


Short-Term  Uses  versus 
Long-Term  Productivity 

Intensive  forest  management  under  the  pro- 
posed plan  would  increase  the  productivity  of 
timber  stands  by  80%  to  100%. 

Proposed  range  projects  and  intensive  manage- 
ment systems  eventually  would  improve  overall 
range  condition. 

A  cumulative  loss  in  upland  soil  productivity 
and  rehabilitation  potential  would  be  caused  by 
annual  accelerated  erosion  of  about  2,587,600 
tons  of  soil  in  the  short  term  and  2,157,700  tons 
in  the  long  term.  About  10%  of  this  soil  would  be 
lost  as  sediment  to  the  streams  that  drain  the  plan- 
ning area.  Soil  compaction  would  reduce  soil  pro- 
ductivity and  moisture  infiltration. 

Annual  sediment  loads  would  increase  by 
about  23,000  tons  in  the  short  term  but  decrease 
by  about  83,000  tons  from  existing  sediment  loads 
in  the  long  term.  Changes  in  range  management 
would  increase  sediment  yields  by  10,100  tons  in 
the  short  term.  However,  in  the  long  term  sedi- 
ment yields  would  decrease  by  30,600  tons 
through  changes  in  range  management,  by 
16,000  tons  through  restrictions  on  recreation, 
and  by  2,100  tons  through  restrictions  on  surface- 
disturbing  activities  for  the  protection  of  fragile 
soils  and  wildlife  habitat. 


Irreversible  and  Irretrievable 
Commitment  of  Resources 

The  losses  in  productivity  from  timber  stands 
left  as  overmature  growth  would  continue  at 
approximately  200  MBF  per  year. 

Short-term  soil  losses  would  be  caused  by  pro- 
posed range  projects;  however,  those  losses 
would  be  offset  by  increases  in  soil  protection 
afforded  by  improved  vegetation  cover. 
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Surface  rehabilitation  and  watershed  manipula-  ARniTIONQ   AND 

tion  would  cause  short-term  soil  losses  on  spe-  MUUI  I  IvJINo   MIMU 

cific  sites;  however,  these  impacts  would  be  insig-  CORRECTIONS   FOR 
nificant,   and    more   than    offset   by    lonq-term 

benefits  CHAPTER  4 

On  about  20%  of  the  surfaces  disturbed  by  var- 
ious activities,  the  disturbance  would  be  long  Changes  to  chapter  4  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are 
term  or  permanent.                                                         shown  in  the  following  list. 

ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  4 

Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph  at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as 
paragraph  1 .  The  changed  or  added  material  in  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 

Draft 

Page     Column      Paragraph        Line(s)  Should  Read 

. . .  allowed  for  only  3.5  months  on  2,500  acres  each  year .  . . 

Localized  activities  resulting  in  soil  losses  of  70  to  80  tons  per  acre 
(such  as  oil  and  gas  development)  would  merit  more  immediate  site-specific 
mitigating  measures,  while  more  widespread  activities  that  cause  losses  of 
1  to  4  tons  per  acre  (such  as  livestock  grazing)  would  call  for  longer-lasting 
mitigating  measures. 

.  . .  would  be  implemented  to  improve  vegetative  condition. 

...  by  the  notice  to  lessee  NTL-2B). 

.  .  .  water  generally  is  subject  to  approval  through  the  Underground  Injection 
Control  (UIC)  permitting  process,  which  is  administered  by  the  Wyoming 
Oil  and  Gas  Conservaton  Commission. 

.  .  .  water  enough  to  impair  its  use  .  .  . 

. .  .  ferret  surveys.  Approximately  2,500  acres  of  black-footed  ferret  recovery 
habitat  would  be  surveyed  for  ferrets  or  Improved  for  ferret  recovery. 

Soil  losses  would  continue  at  present  levels  in  the  Chapman  Bench  . . . 

. .  .24,680  tons  (6%)  associated  with  . . . 

In  table  33,  change  "10,8"  to  10,800  (for  the  Existing  Sediment  Loading  in  tons 
per  year  for  Dry  Creek  of  the  Bighorn  River  Subbasin). 

The  impacts  of  forest  habitat  improvement,  recreational  activities  .  .  . 

The  effects  on  bald  eagles  would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  for  Alternative  A. 

.  .  .  base)  production  habitat.  These  impacts  would  further  reduce  raptor 
production  by  5  to  10%. 

. .  .  strutting  grounds.  The  effects  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  on  sage  grouse  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  Alternative  A 
except  that  five  more  strutting  grounds  would  be  lost  because  the  seasonal 
restriction  to  protect  nesting  birds  would  be  eliminated  in  some  areas. 

1  The  effects  on  elk  from  forest  habitat  improvement,  minerals  exploration  and 

development,  and  ORV  use  . . . 

1  The  effects  on  deer  from  forest  habitat  Improvement,  minerals  exploration  and 

development,  and  ORV  .  .  . 

The  overall  effects  of  mineral-related  activities  on  elk  and  deer  habitats 
would  be  the  same  as  those  described  in  Alternative  A,  despite  the  loss  of 
seasonal  restrictions  in  some  areas. 

1,  2  In  grouse  habitat  areas  approval  of  new  activity  on  existing  leases  could 

be  subject  to  . . . 
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ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  4  (Continued) 
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Soil  losses  would  continue  at  present  levels  in  the  Chapman  Bench 

ORV  use  would  be  restricted  more  in  this  alternative  .  .  . 

The  effects  of  recreational  activities  and  forest  habitat  improvement  under 
Alternative  C  would  be  the  same  as  those  for  Alternative  A. 


The  effects  of  forest  habitat  improvement  would  be  the  same  as 

those  described  for  Alternative  A.  Surface  disturbance  and  .  .  . 


420,000  acres  of  the  deer  habitat  on  public  .  .  . 

The  effects  of  forest  habitat  improvement  would  be  the  same 
as  those  described  for  Alternative  A.  Surface  disturbance  and 


.  .  those  herd  units.  The  effects  of  forest  habitat  improvement  would  be 
the  same  as  those  described  for  Alternative  A.  These  cumulative  effects 
would  result  in  the  moose  population  increasing  19%  over  a 
ten-year  period. 

Table  43:  Semiprimitive  Nonmotorized,  Cody  Extensive  Recreation 
Management  Area,  %  Change  should  read  0 

The  effects  of  recreational  activities  on  wetland  habitats  would  be  the  same 
as  those  described  for  Alternative  A.  As  under  all 
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PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 

Public  participation  during  early  parts  of  the 
RMP  process  are  described  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
Public  participation  since  publication  of  that  doc- 
ument is  described  in  this  section. 

Availability  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  review  and 
comment  was  announced  through  a  notice  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  on  April  1,  1988,  a 
news  release  issued  at  the  same  time,  and  letters 
to  everyone  on  the  Cody  Resource  Area  mailing 
list.  These  notices  and  letters  also  announced  a 
public  meeting  scheduled  in  May. 

The  BLM  received  a  total  of  101  letters  about 
the  draft  document.  The  letters  are  reproduced  in 
this  chapter,  and  each  letter  is  followed  by  the 
BLM's  responses  to  comments  in  that  letter. 

A  total  of  16  people  attended  a  public  meeting 
in  Cody  on  May  24,  1988.  An  informal  question 
and  answer  period  was  followed  by  a  time  for  pre- 
sentation of  formal  comments,  but  noformal  com- 
ments were  presented. 

The  Worland  District  Advisory  Council  has 
been  keptapprised  of  the  RMP  progress,  and  their 
comments  and  recommendations  have  been  solic- 
ited. The  members  of  the  Advisory  Council  toured 
a  portion  of  the  Cody  Resource  Area  on  May  1 1 , 
1988,  and  discussed  concerns  identified  in  the 
plan  at  a  meeting  on  the  following  day. 

Each  operator  of  a  grazing  allotment  has  been 
contacted  either  in  person  or  in  writing  to  discuss 
the  categorization  of  his  or  her  allotment. 

BLM  personnel  have  met  formally  or  informally 
with  many  members  of  the  ranching  and  minerals 
industries  and  with  other  interest  groups  and 
agencies.  A  summary  of  comments  generated 
from  these  meetings  is  on  file  in  the  Cody  Re- 
source Area  office. 

As  part  of  the  ongoing  consultation  and  coor- 
dination activities,  the  BLM  prepared  a  biological 


assessment  of  threatened  and  endangered  spe- 
cies. Results  of  the  assessment  were  shared  with 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  as 
required  by  section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  of  1973,  as  amended. 


CONSISTENCY 

Coordination  with  other  agencies  and  consis- 
tency with  other  plans  were  accomplished 
through  frequent  communications  and  coopera- 
tive efforts  between  the  BLM  and  involved  federal, 
state,  and  local  agencies  and  organizations. 

The  Wyoming  Governor's  Clearinghouse  was 
supplied  with  numerous  copies  of  the  draft  doc- 
ument for  review  to  ensure  consistency  with  the 
state's  ongoing  plans.  The  RMP  team  reviewed 
land  use  plans  for  Big  Horn  and  Park  counties  to 
ensure  consistency.  BLM  personnel  have  met 
with  the  respective  county  planners  and  commis- 
sioners to  promote  greater  understanding  of 
goals,  objectives,  and  resources  of  both  the  coun- 
ties and  the  BLM. 


CONSULTATION  AND 
COORDINATION 

Members  of  the  Cody  RMP/EIS  team  have  con- 
sulted formally  or  informally  with  numerous  agen- 
cies, groups,  and  individuals  during  development 
of  the  plan.  The  following  list  is  representative  of 
the  businesses,  agencies,  organizations,  and  indi- 
viduals that  have  indicated  an  interest  in  the  Cody 
RMP  and  those  that  have  been  contacted  during 
the  planning  process.  This  list  is  not  inclusive.  A 
complete  list  is  on  file  at  the  Cody  Resource  Area 
office. 
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Required  Reviewers 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review,  Denver,  CO 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Washington,  DC 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Cheyenne,  WY 
National  Park  Service,  Division  of  Environmental  Com- 
pliance, Washington,  DC 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Division  of  Environmental 
Coordination,  Washington,  DC 

Minerals  Management  Service,  Offshore  Environmental 
Assessment  Division,  Washington,  DC 
Bureau    of    Reclamation,    Division    of    Environmental 
Affairs,  Washington,  DC 

Bureau  of  Mines,  Mineral  Data  Analysis,  Washington,  DC 
Geological  Survey,  National  Center,  Reston,  VA 
Department  of  Defense 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  Install.  Env.  and 

Safety,  Pentagon,  Admiralty,  VA 
HQ  USAF/LEER,  Washington,  DC 
HQ  SAC/DEPU,  Offut  AFB,  NE 
HQ-US  LEVX,  Office  of  Env.  Planning,  Boiling  AFB, 
Washington,  DC 
Department  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Omaha,  NE  and  Portland,  OR 
Department  of  Energy,  Washington 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission,  Bethesda,  MD 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Denver,  CO 
Wyoming  State  Planning  Coordinator,  Cheyenne,  WY 


Other  Reviewers 
Federal  Agencies 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Forest  Service 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
Department  of  Energy 

Western  Area  Power  Administration 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

National  Park  Service 

Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (other  offices) 
Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Highway  Administration 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 


Federal  Elected  Officials 

Office  of  Senator  Alan  K.  Simpson 
Office  of  Senator  Malcolm  Wallop 
Office  of  Representative  Dick  Cheney 


State  Agencies,  Commissions,  and 
University 

Office  of  the  Governor  of  Wyoming 
State  of  Wyoming 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Game  &  Fish  Department 


Geological  Survey 
Highway  Department 
State  Engineer 
Conservation  Commission 
Recreation  Commission 
Board  of  Land  Commissioners 
Water  Development  Commission 
University  of  Wyoming 


State  Legislators 

State  senators  and  state  representatives  from  Big  Horn,  Hot 
Springs,  Park,  and  Washakie  counties 


Counties  and  Cities 

Mayors'  offices  of  Basin,  Burlington,  Byron,  Cody,  Cowley, 
Deaver,  Frannie,  Greybull,  Lovell,  Meeteetse,  and  Powell 

County  Commissioners  of  Big  Horn  and  Park  counties 


DISTRIBUTION 

In  addition  to  the  agencies  and  offices  listed 
above,  notices,  requests  for  comments,  and  cop- 
ies of  this  document  have  been  sent  to  busi- 
nesses, organizations,  interest  groups,  and  indi- 
viduals. Copies  are  available  for  review  in  the  BLM 
offices  in  Cheyenne,  Worland,  and  Cody  and  at 
the  county  libraries  of  Big  Horn  and  Park  coun- 
ties. 


Organizations,  Businesses,  and 
Individuals 

The  following  list  is  not  inclusive;  rather,  it  is  a 
representation  of  recipients  of  notices  and  copies 
of  this  document.  A  complete  list  is  on  file  at  the 
Cody  Resource  Area  office. 

Organizations 

Absaroka  Flycaster  Club 

American  Cave  Conservation  Association 

American  Wilderness  Alliance 

Audubon  Society,  High  Plains  Chapter 

Audubon  Society,  Murie  Chapter 

Basin  Sportsmens'  Club 

Big  Horn  Basin  Wildlife  Club 

BLM  Lands  Foundation 

Earth  First! 

Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep 

Girl  Scout  National  Center  West 

Hot  Springs  County  Sportsmens'  Club 

Izaak  Walton  League  of  America 

National  Audubon  Society 

National  Speleological  Society 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 
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Park  County  Resource  Council 

Petroleum  Association  of  Wyoming 

Professional  Outfitters  &  Guides  of  Wyoming 

Public  Lands  Council 

Rocky  Mountain  Oil  &  Gas  Association 

Wyoming  Heritage  Society 

Wyoming  Outdoor  Council 

Wyoming  State  Grazing  Board 

Wyoming  State  Mineral  &  Gem  Society 

Wyoming  Wool  Growers  Association 


Businesses 

5-Y  Lumber  Co. 

91  Ranch 

Altus  Exploration  Co. 

Amerada-Hess 

American  Colloid  Co. 

American  National  Bank  of  Powell 

Aminoil  USA,  Inc. 

Amoco  Production  Co. 

Antlers  Ranch 

Apache  Corp. 

Atlantic  Richfield  Co. 

Armpit  Grotto 

Bass  Enterprises  Production 

Bear  Creek  Ranch 

Beard  Oil  Co. 

Belnorth  Petroleum  Corp. 

Bennette  Creek  Sheep  and  Cattle  Co 

Big  Chief  Exploration 

Biota  Research  &  Consulting 

Black  Bros. 

Black  Hawk  Exploration 

Bronco  Oil  &  Gas  Co. 

Buckhorn  Petroleum  Co. 

Carl  Ballinger  Estate 

Cenex 

Champlin  Petroleum  Co. 

Chevron  Exploration  &  Production 

Chevron  USA,  Inc. 

Cody  Lumber  Co. 

Conoco,  Inc. 

Cork  Petroleum  Co. 

Crescent  Oil  and  Gas  Corp. 

Dale  Weaver,  Inc. 

Dan  Brown  Trucking 

Davis  Oil  Co. 

EMC  Energies  Inc. 

EMCOR  Petroleum  Inc. 

Environmental  Mgmt.  Services  Co. 

Equity  Oil  Co. 

Excel  Energy  Corp. 

Exxon  Co.  USA 

Frontier  Archaeology 

Fuel  Exploration  Inc. 

Goldmark  Engineering  Inc. 

Grabbert  Ranch  Co. 

Grace  Petroleum  Co. 

H&M  Land  Co. 

Hrubetz  Oil  Co. 

Hunt  Oil  Co. 

Kiska  Oil  Co. 

Marathon  Pipeline  Co. 

McCullough  Peaks  Partners 

Meridian  Land  &  Mineral  Co. 

Mesa  Petroleum  Co. 

Milestone  Petroleum 

Minerals  Exploration  Coalition 

Mobil  Oil  Corp. 


Mooncrest  Ranch 

New  Frontier  Exploration 

Noranda  Exploration 

Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co. 

Pathfinder  Energy  Inc. 

Phillips  Petroleum 

Pitchfork  Ranch  Co. 

Ralph  Wortham  Construction 

Rhodes  Ranch 

Shell  Oil  Co. 

Striker  Petroleum  Corp. 

Switchback  Ranches 

Tenneco 

Texaco,  Inc. 

The  Brinkerhoff  Co 

The  Pace  Co. 

The  Valley  Center/Valley  Ranch 

Tri-State  Generation  &  Transmission  Association.  Inc. 

Triangle  X  Ranch 

Trigg  Oil  and  Mining 

True  Oil  Co. 

Union  Texas  Petroleum 

Viking  Exploration 

Willwood  Irrigation  District 

Winninger  Ranch 

YX  Ranch 

Individuals 

Dr.  Philip  Gingerich 
Lewis,  Mark  R. 
Model,  Robert 
Nielson,  Jim 
Quintiliani,  Bernard 
Schmalz,  Donald  C. 
Schultz,  Ernest 
Schultz,  Robert  W. 
Siggins,  Alan  L. 
Siggins,  Kendall  C. 
Sowerwine,  Elbert  O. 
Tilden,  Sam 
Tippets,  Laraine  E. 


COMMENTS  AND 
RESPONSES 


Introduction 

There  are  two  major  sections  of  the  BLM's 
responses  to  public  comments  in  this  section:  (a) 
general  responses  covering  areas  of  concern  men- 
tioned in  several  comments  and  (b)  responses  to 
comments  received  in  individual  letters. 

Certain  areas  of  concern  were  mentioned  in  sev- 
eral comments.  To  avoid  repetition  and  fragmen- 
tation of  discussion  of  these  issues,  we  have 
included  a  section  of  "general  responses"  before 
the  individual  letters  are  reproduced,  with 
responses  to  comments  in  those  letters.  The 
general  responses  will  be  referred  to  as  necessary 
in  the  responses  to  individual  comments. 
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General  Responses 


1:  Planning  Tiers 

Many  commenters  suggested  changes  to  the 
RMP/EIS  that  are  inappropriate  for  this  stage  of 
the  BLM  planning  process.  Some  comments  sug- 
gested courses  of  action  for  the  RMP  that  were 
inconsistent  with  the  policy  tier;  others  suggested 
including  a  level  of  detail  that  is  reserved  for  the 
more  site-specific  activity  planning  tier. 

The  BLM  planning  process  is  divided  into  three 
distinct  tiers.  Each  subsequent  tier  builds  on  the 
base  established  by  the  previous  one.  The  tiers 
are  as  follows: 

The  policy  tier  identifies  goals,  objectives, 
priorities,  and  other  factors  for  use  in  manag- 
ing the  public  land  resource.  Policy  is  estab- 
lished in  public  laws,  regulations,  executive 
orders,  court  orders,  guidance  from  BLM 
state  directors,  and  approved  documents 
issued  by  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  or  the  Director  of  the  BLM. 

The  resource  management  plan  tier  establishes 
in  a  land  use  plan  the  combinations  of  land 
uses  and  resource  uses,  related  levels  of 
investment  and  production  or  protection  to 
be  maintained,  and  general  management 
practices  and  constraints  for  the  various  uses 
of  the  public  lands.  This  RMP/EIS  is  a  part  of 
the  resource  management  plan  tier. 

The  activity  plan  and  implementation  tier  pro- 
vides forevaluation  and  authorization  of  pub- 
lic land  uses  and  the  development  of  activity 
plans  that  are  much  more  detailed,  more  site 
specific,  and  more  limited  in  scope  than  the 
resource  management  plan  tier.  The  main 
goal  of  the  activity  plan  and  implementation 
tier  is  to  implement  the  RMP.  This  is  initiated 
as  necessary  after  an  RMP  is  completed.  An 
activity  plan  or  use  authorization  shows  in 
detail  how  particular  actions  or  projects  are 
to  be  carried  out  site-specifically,  either  to 
accomplish  objectives  of  the  RMP  or  to  be 
consistent  with  objectives  of  the  RMP. 

The  approved  Cody  RMP  must  be  consistent 
with  established  BLM  policy.  Courses  of  action 
that  are  inconsistent  with  policy,  laws,  and  regu- 
lations cannot  be  included  in  the  approved  RMP. 

The  RMP  tier  of  the  BLM's  planning  system  is 
designed  to  allocate  the  various  public  land  and 
resource  uses  and  to  establish  the  general  frame- 
work to  guide  their  management.  RMPs  establish 
general  objectives,  allocations,  and  actions  for 
resource  management  without  prescribing  the 
site-specific  details  of  how  they  will  be  accom- 


plished. (More  detail  and  site  specificity  on  accom- 
plishing the  general  guidance  in  the  RMP  is  devel- 
oped in  the  activity  plan  tier.) 

Activity  plans  refine  the  general  RMP  decisions 
and  provisions.  Activity  plans  include  individual 
projects,  stipulations,  schedules,  priorities,  and 
detailed  resource  monitoring  requirements. 
Some  types  of  activity  plans  that  would  be  devel- 
oped or  revised  after  approval  of  the  RMP  are 
HMPs,  RAMPs,  forest  management  plans  (FMPs), 
AMPs,  cultural  resource  management  plans,  and 
watershed  management  plans.  Other  types  of 
activity  plans  are  evaluations  and  analyses  related 
to  issuance  of  use  authorizations  for  such  things 
as  timber  sales  and  applications  for  permit  to  drill 
(APDs).  Site-specific  consideration  of  land 
exchanges  and  other  disposal  actions  is  another 
example  of  activity  planning. 

RMPs  are  prepared  within  "real-world"  funding 
and  workforce  constraints  that  do  not  allow  us  to 
have  complete,  detailed  knowledge  of  every 
resource  management  situation.  Over  a  large  and 
diverse  planning  area,  each  situation  that  is 
encountered  is  unique,  and  management  actions 
must  be  based  on  site-specific  information.  There- 
fore, the  first  order  of  business  in  activity  planning 
often  is  to  conduct  inventories  to  fill  data  gaps  or 
to  refine  our  knowledge  of  the  task  at  hand. 

Environmental  analyses  will  be  carried  out  dur- 
ing development  of  activity  plans.  Public  involve- 
ment in  activity  planning  will  be  actively  solicited 
as  appropriate. 

The  RMP/EIS  and  approved  RMP  documents 
that  are  published  and  distributed  to  the  public 
are  not  encyclopedic;  that  is,  they  do  not  include 
copies  of  all  laws,  regulations,  policy  or  other 
source  and  reference  materials  pertinent  to  or 
used  in  their  development.  These  types  of  mate- 
rials are  readily  available  from  offices  of  the  BLM 
or  other  federal  agencies,  state  and  local  govern- 
ment agencies,  or  public  libraries. 

Published  RMP/EIS  documents  do  not  contain 
all  the  information  and  analysis  generated  in  con- 
ducting the  planning  process.  This  type  of 
"planning  record"  documentation  is  part  of  the 
management  situation  analysis  that  is  developed 
for  each  RMP  and  is  on  file  at  the  appropriate  BLM 
office  (for  example,  the  Cody  Resource  Area 
office).  Members  of  the  public  may  see  the  man- 
agement situations  analysis  documentation  upon 
request. 


2:  Content  of  the  RMP/EIS 

Many  comments  suggested  that  we  include 
additional  analysis  or  background  information  on 
the  existing  environment  in  the  document.  We 
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have  included  the  suggested  information  in  the 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS  where  we  determined 
that  it  was  appropriate  forthe  RMPtierof  the  BLM 
planning  system  (see  general  response  1)  and 
that  it  was  pertinent  to  the  analysis  or  would  help 
us  to  clarify  reasoned  choices  among  the  alterna- 
tives. If  this  was  not  the  case,  the  information  was 
not  included  in  the  final  document. 

The  potential  effects  on  various  environmental 
components  were  carefully  considered.  If  we 
determined  that  there  would  be  no  effect  on  a  par- 
ticular environmental  component,  it  was  not  dis- 
cussed in  detail  in  the  document. 

An  EIS  is  intended  to  be  analytic  in  nature,  not 
encyclopedic.  The  intent  of  chapter  3  in  the  draft 
document  is  to  describe  the  environmental  com- 
ponents that  would  be  affected  by  implementa- 
tion of  the  RMP  alternatives.  Some  other  informa- 
tion is  presented  in  that  chapter  to  give  a  general 
overview  of  the  resource.  Information  that  is  not 
necessary  for  an  understanding  of  the  analysis  of 
the  environmental  consequences  of  the  alterna- 
tives considered  should  not  be  included  in  the 
description  of  the  affected  environment.  For  this 
reason,  the  RMP/EIS  does  not  contain  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  total  existing  environment  of  the  plan- 
ning area. 


3:  Management  of  the  Clarks  Fork  of 
the  Yellowstone  River  and  the  Clarks 
Fork  Canyon  Area 

Many  commenters  were  concerned  with  man- 
agement of  public  lands  at  the  mouth  of  the  Clarks 
Fork  Canyon  and  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellow- 
stone River.  Several  comments  recommended 
that  the  BLM  place  special  management  empha- 
sis on  the  area  through  designation  as  an  ACEC, 
an  outstanding  natural  area,  or  a  wild  and  scenic 
river.  Many  of  these  comments  recommended 
that  oil  and  gas  leasing  be  prohibited  in  this  area 
and  that  severe  restrictions  be  placed  on  other 
activities.  On  the  other  hand,  the  state  of  Wyo- 
ming has  recommended  management  that  would 
preserve  future  opportunities  for  water  resources 
development. 


Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River 

A  study  was  made  of  about  6  miles  of  the  Clarks 
Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River  that  passes  through 
BLM-administered  lands  downstream  of  the 
boundary  of  the  Shoshone  National  Forest.  That 
part  of  the  river  is  not  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 
(NWSRS).  (New  table  1  lists  the  criteria  for  wild 
and  scenic  rivers.)  With  the  exception  of  about  40 


acres  contiguous  to  the  Shoshone  National 
Forest,  the  BLM-administered  lands  begin  about 
Vk  miles  downstream  from  the  forest  boundary. 
The  40  acres  contiguous  to  the  national  forest  con- 
tain outstanding  scenic  and  historic  values, 
including  portions  of  the  Nez  Perce  trail.  How- 
ever, the  Forest  Service  studied  this  segment  for 
inclusion  in  1979,  and  that  agency  did  not  pro- 
pose the  segment  for  designation  (see  page  177 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 

If  a  river  has  been  determined  to  be  eligible  and 
suitable  for  inclusion,  Congress  can  designate  a 
buffer  of  V*  mile  on  either  side  of  the  river  as  part 
of  the  NWSRS.  However,  BLM-administered  pub- 
lic lands  11/2  miles  downstream  from  the  forest 
boundary  do  not  contain  outstanding  values 
within  1/4  mile  of  the  river,  nor  do  these  lands  con- 
tain outstanding  values  at  a  greater  distance  that 
could  be  better  managed  if  the  river  was  included 
in  the  NWSRS. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  management  of  the 
river  tracts  would  include  "no  surface  occupancy" 
(NSO)  restrictions  on  more  than  2,800  acres  of 
fishing  and  hunting  access  lands  that  would  be 
managed  in  cooperation  with  the  WGFD.  These 
lands  on  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River 
comprise  a  sizable  portion  of  the  total  fishing  and 
hunting  access  lands  in  the  planning  area  (see 
page  11  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 


Clarks  Fork  Canyon 

Some  commenters  suggested  that  the  mouth  of 
the  Clarks  Fork  Canyon  be  designated  an  ACEC 
oran  outstanding  natural  areasothat  itsoutstand- 
ing  scenic  values  would  be  emphasized.  (Under 
existing  BLM  guidance,  outstanding  natural  areas 
and  research  natural  areas  would  not  be  desig- 
nated by  those  terms;  rather,  they  would  be  cov- 
ered by  the  more  general  "ACEC"  designation.) 
In  addition  to  scenic  values,  the  Clarks  Fork  Can- 
yon area  contains  crucial  winter  habitat  for  big 
game,  peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat,  and  his- 
toric values  associated  with  the  Nez  Perce  Trail. 
We  have  studied  about  3,800  acres  in  the  canyon 
area  to  determine  its  eligibility  for  ACEC  designa- 
tion. As  we  have  documented  in  appendix  J  to  this 
document,  the  area  did  not  meet  the  criteria  for 
importance  necessary  for  designation  as  an 
ACEC. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  surface-disturbing 
activities  would  be  prohibited  in  virtually  all  the 
lands  considered  for  ACEC  designation  in  the 
Clarks  Fork  Canyon  area  on  the  basis  of  the  25% 
slope  limitation  (see  page  11  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS).  Parts  of  the  area  would  be  subject  to  NSO 
and  seasonal  restrictions  to  protect  peregrine  fal- 
con recovery  habitat  and  big  game  crucial  ranges. 
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The  area  also  would  be  managed  to  maintain  exist- 
ing VRM  class  II  objectives.  This  would  necessi- 
tate selective  placement  of  any  surface- 
disturbing  activity  so  that  scenic  quality  would 
not  be  impaired. 

Management  of  the  Clarks  Fork  Canyon  and 
Clarks  Fork  River  areas  also  would  be  affected  by 
the  Rivers  SRMA.  The  objective  of  this  SRMA 
would  be  to  manage  recreational  use  to  maintain 
the  existing  natural  and  scenic  characteristics  of 
the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  River  and  to 
maintain  or  improve  access  for  public  recreation 
on  that  river  and  on  the  North  and  South  forks  of 
the  Shoshone  River.  An  activity  plan  would  be  pre- 
pared for  the  SRMA  after  completion  of  the  RMP. 


4:  Development  in  Proposed  ACECs 

Many  comments  revealed  a  lack  of  understand- 
ing of  the  reasons  for  designating  an  area  an 
ACEC.  Some  commenters  apparently  believe 
ACECs  should  be  managed  like  wilderness  areas, 
with  all  or  most  forms  of  development  prohibited. 
We  hope  that  the  addition  of  appendix  J  to  this 
final  document  will  clarify  the  procedure  and  pur- 
pose for  ACEC  designation. 

The  criteria  for  determining  whether  an  area 
should  be  managed  as  an  ACEC  are  discussed  in 
appendix  J.  They  include  consideration  of 
whether  the  area  contains  unique  resources  and 
values  that,  singly  or  in  combination,  make  the 
area  special.  However,  an  area  also  may  be  des- 
ignated an  ACEC  because  of  hazards.  Thus,  an 
ACEC  is  not  necessarily  a  pristine,  roadless  area 
with  scenic  beauty  or  wilderness  characteristics. 
An  example  of  a  designated  ACEC  that  is  unlike 
a  wilderness  is  the  Salt  Creek  Oilfield  in  the  BLM's 
Casper  District.  In  that  area,  emphasis  is  placed 
on  concerns  for  overland  runoff  that  could  cause 
salinity,  sedimentation,  and  contamination  of  sur- 
face waters. 

ACEC  designation  alone  does  not  indicate  a  par- 
ticular type  of  management  for  an  area;  rather,  the 
designation  results  in  management  emphasis  and 
in  priority  for  the  funding  of  management  require- 
ments in  an  ACEC.  The  management  practices  for 
a  particular  ACEC  usually  are  prescribed  in  detail 
in  a  site-specific  activity  plan  for  the  area. 

The  proposed  plan  states  our  intention  to  man- 
age five  proposed  ACECs  to  emphasize  and  pro- 
tect unique  land  and  resource  values:  rare  plants 
and  alpine  tundra,  wildlife  habitat,  unique  caves, 
and  scenic,  geological,  and  recreational  values. 
Appendix  J  contains  descriptions  of  the  land  and 
resource  values  in  the  proposed  ACECs. 

Management  of  the  proposed  ACECs  for  these 
values  would  include  the  use  of  restrictions  devel- 


oped from  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation 
guidelines  for  surface-disturbing  activities  (see 
appendix  B).  NSO  and  seasonal  restrictions 
would  be  applied  as  indicated  in  table  4  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  and  in  the  proposed  plan  in  chap- 
ter 2  of  this  document.  The  designated  ACECs 
also  would  be  closed  to  future  location  of  mining 
claims,  and  the  construction  of  new  rights-of-way 
would  be  avoided  in  all  five  proposed  ACECs. 
ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads 
and  trails. 

These  and  other  levels  of  restrictions  were  ana- 
lyzed in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  On  the  basis  of  the 
analyses,  land  use  restrictions  were  identified  that 
would  adequately  protect  or  enhance  significant 
and  unique  land  and  resource  values  in  the  pro- 
posed ACECs.  Further  restrictions  were  not  pro- 
posed. Such  restrictions  would  have  unduly  con- 
strained or  prohibited  legitimate  land  uses 
without  benefiting  the  values  of  concern. 


5:  Multiple  Use 

A  number  of  letters  were  received  that  asserted 
that  the  preferred  alternative  would  allow  "nearly 
uncontrolled  oil  and  gas  development,  livestock 
grazing,  and  ORV  use,"  or  words  to  that  effect. 
Most  of  these  letters  urged  that  we  prohibit  or 
severely  restrict  these  types  of  land  use  and  other 
surface-disturbing  activities.  One  commenter 
sent  a  copy  of  a  newsletter,  Ecoaction,  which  con- 
tained similar  thoughts. 

The  preferred  alternative  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
represents  the  BLM's  attempt  to  protect  or  allow 
prudent  use  of  important  resources  without  unne- 
cessarily prohibiting  or  excessively  constraining 
other  land  or  resource  uses.  The  prohibition  of  oil 
and  gas  development  in  the  planning  area  would 
not  reasonably  provide  for  multiple  use  of  the  pub- 
lic lands,  nor  would  prohibition  or  excessive  res- 
triction of  ORV  use  and  other  major  land  uses. 

As  much  as  possible,  the  BLM  tries  to  facilitate 
the  coexistence  of  potentially  conflicting  land  and 
resource  uses.  Existing  laws  provide  consider- 
able protection  for  certain  resources  for  which 
several  writers  expressed  concern;  for  example, 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  provides  for 
protection  of  threatened  or  endangered  plant  and 
animal  species.  BLM  personnel  work  with  the 
WGFD  and  the  USFWS  in  planning  the  manage- 
ment of  important  wildlife  habitat. 

Existing  laws,  regulations,  and  policies  provide 
considerable  protection  for  cultural  resources. 

Cultural  inventories  and  mitigation  are  required 
on  public  surface  before  surface-disturbing  activ- 
ities can  be  authorized;  therefore,  such  activities 
can  result  in  the  discovery  and  protection  of  cul- 
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tural  sites.  In  addition,  inventories  usually  are 
required  before  land  sales  and  right-of-way 
actions.  BLM  personnel  work  with  the  Wyoming 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advi- 
sory Council  on  Historic  Preservation  in  planning 
management  of  cultural  resources  on  BLM- 
administered  public  land. 


lands.  However,  we  will  make  adjustments  in  live- 
stock and  other  uses,  where  appropriate,  on  the 
basis  of  range  monitoring  data.  A  preliminary  eval- 
uation indicates  that  the  WGFD  population  objec- 
tives may  be  inconsistent  with  current  range  con- 
ditions. We  are  cooperating  with  the  WGFD  in 
evaluating  this  situation. 


6:  WGFD  Population  Objectives 

Several  commenters  noted  that  projected  big 
game  populations  would  be  below  WGFD  popu- 
lation objectives  in  some  areas  under  the  pre- 
ferred alternative.  The  BLM  attempts  to  manage 
big  game  habitat  to  support  WGFD  population 
objectives.  However,  during  our  analysis  we 
found  that  in  some  cases  even  if  we  prohibited  all 
livestock  grazing  and  other  consumptive  uses  of 
vegetation,  the  range  would  not  support  the 
numbers  of  wildlife  specified  by  WGFD  popula- 
tion objectives. 

Realistically,  we  will  not  prohibit  all  livestock 
grazing  and  other  vegetative  uses  on  the  public 


Letters  Received,  and  Responses 


Introduction 

The  comment  letters  we  received  are  listed  in 
new  table  2.  The  letters  were  numbered  in  the 
order  in  which  they  were  received.  The  table 
shows  the  letter  number,  name  of  person  or  orga- 
nization from  whom  the  letter  came,  and  the  sub- 
jects covered.  (Through  an  error  in  numbering 
and  filing,  one  letter  was  counted  twice,  the  sec- 
ond time  as  letter  88.  This  error  was  discovered 
too  late  to  renumber  all  the  remaining  letters; 
therefore,  there  is  no  "letter  88.") 


NEW  TABLE  2 
COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AND  TOPICS  ADDRESSED 

Note:  All  comments  received  are  listed.  Numbers  indicate  the  order  in  which  the  letters  were  received. 

Key  to  Topic  Codes:  ACEC  =  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern;  AIR  =  air  quality;  CR  =  cultural  resources/ 
natural  history;  F  =  forestlands;  FM  =  fire  management;  HW  =  hazardous  waste;  LAN  =  lands  and  realty  management/ 
access;  LGM  =  livestock  grazing  management;  MIN  =  geology,  minerals,  and  paleontology/restrictions  on  surface- 
disturbing  activities.;  NS  =  no  specific  comment,  no  response  required;  ORV  =  off-road  vehicles;  PEO  =  general 
planning/errors/omissions;  REC  =  recreation/caves/wild  and  scenic  rivers;  RIP  =  riparian  areas;  S/W  =  soils/ 
watershed/water  quality/development;  VEG  =  vegetation/rare  plants;  VR  =  visual  resources;  W/F  =  wildlife  and 
fish  habitat;  WH  =  wild  horses. 


Letter 
Number 


Name  of  Organization  or  Individual  Commenting 


Topic(s)  Addressed 


1  William  Cochran,  USDI,  Bureau  of  Mines 

2  Jeannine  R.  Stallings,  Wyoming  Advocates  For  Animals 

3  Arne  G.  Sandberg,  Northwest  Wyoming  Resource  Council 

4  Mark  Pearson 

5  Kirk  Koepsel 

6  R.  G.  Starkey,  USDI,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

7  Frank  S.  Dickson,  USDA,  Soil  Conservation  Service 

8  Millard  J.  Smith,  M.D. 

9  Bernie  Hall,  The  Nature  Conservancy 

10  Press  Stephens 

11  John  P.  Scheltens,  National  Speleological  Society,  Inc. 

12  Archie  Zacharias 

13  Arvid  L.  Thomsen,  USDOA,  Corps  of  Engineers 

14  Jim  Allen,  Allen  Bros.  Wilderness  Outfitting  &  Guiding 

15  James  M.  Welch,  Frontier  Archaeology 

16  Robert  Schroeder,  USDI,  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

17  Lynne  Chadwick,  DVM 

18  John  A.  Miller,  Department  of  the  Air  Force 

19  Richard  A.  Strait,  USDI,  National  Park  Service 

20  Richard  K.  Brown.  Wyo-Ben,  Inc. 


MIN 

WH 

PEO,ACEC,MIN,HW,LAN,REC,S/W,VR,WH,W/F 

PEO,ACEC,CR,MIN,LGM,ORV,REC 

PEO.ACECMIN 

ACEC,LAN,LGM,VEG,RIP,W/F 

LGM, VEG 

LAN, REC 

ACEC,MIN,LGM,REC,S/W,VEG,RIP 

ACEC,MIN,LAN,ORV,REC,VR 

PEO,ACEC,REC,S/W 

LGM.VEG.WH 

PEO,ACEC,CR,MIN 

MIN, ORV 

CR 

LAN 

RIP 

PEO 

PE0,ACEC,AIR.CR,MIN,LAN,LGM.0RV.REC.S/W,VR,RIP.W/F 

PEO.ACECMIN.VR 
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NEW  TABLE  2  (Continued) 
COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AND  TOPICS  ADDRESSED 


Letter 
Number 


Name  ot  Organization  or  Individual  Commenting 


Topic(s)  Addressed 


21  R  G  Starkey,  USDI,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

22  J   R.  Kearns,  Marathon  Oil  Company 

23  James  Fosburgh,  American  Rivers 

24  Virginia  Burris 

25  Gene  Bull 

26  Hat  McGee 

27  Hope  B  Stevens.  Robert  T.  Stevens,  Jr. 

28  Helen  H   Day 

29  Kenneth  K.  Baldwin 

30  Naomi  Fink 

31  E.  S.  Twiving  Sr 

32  Caroline  Byrd 

33  Kenneth  J.  Koop 

34  Scott  Ploger 

35  Jim  Stoltz 

36  Elizabeth  Sue  Willey  Cook 

37  H.  G.  George 

38  Ruth  W  Zeller,  Robert  O.  Zeller 

39  Margaret  E.  Murie 

40  Edward  McGarrity 

41  Ted  Kerasote 

42  Daniel  and  Donna  Roach 

43  Frank  M.  Gillingham 

44  John  R.  Swanson 

45  Dave  and  Laurn  Naslund 

46  Julia  McGregor 

47  Joyce  B.  Lohse 

48  Lee  Nellis 

49  Todd  J.  Herreid 

50  R  Carey  Gersten 

51  S.  Hollos 

52  S.  J  Greenberg 

53  Peter  Bennett 

54  Robert  A.  Mize 

55  John  R.  Wullich 

56  Wendy  H.  Frueauf,  Petroleum  Association  of  Wyoming 

57  F.  Z.  Woodward,  CGG  American  Services,  Inc. 

58  G.  Gregory  Francis,  Celsius  Energy  Company 

59  Robert  R   DeSpain,  USEPA 

60  George  T.  Stone 

61  Leslie  Stempel 

62  Diana  L.  Plahn,  D.D.S. 

63  David  Price 

64  R.  Schmeidt,  M.D. 

65  Robert  P.  Lout 

66  Greg  Western 

67  Elliot  Schildkrout 

68  John  Zelazny,  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 

69  Larry  Mehlhaff,  Sierra  Club 

70  Dick  Loper,  Wyoming  State  Grazing  Board 

71  Richard  D.  Goddard,  Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

72  Jess  Cooper,  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  &  Gas  Association 

73  D.  S  Gardner,  M-l  Drilling  Fluids  Co. 

74  John  B.  Sutherland 

75  Terry  Lambert 

76  Daniel  Silver,  M.D. 

77  Mike  Sullivan,  Governor,  State  of  Wyoming 

78  John  W.  Jackson,  Water  Development  Commission 

79  Jon  F  Jacquot,  Public  Service  Commission 

80  Thomas  E  Marceau,  SHPO,  Wyoming  State  Archives 

81  Sue  Lowry,  Wyoming  State  Engineer's  Office 

82  Gary  B  Glass,  Geological  Survey  of  Wyoming 

83  Randolph  Wood,  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

84  Bill  Morris,  Wyoming  State  Game  &  Fish  Department 

85  Francis  Petera,  Wyoming  State  Game  &  Fish  Department. 

86  Dee  Oudin 

87  L   Bryant  Williams,  Jr .  Exxon  Company,  USA. 
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Consultation  and  Coordination 

NEW  TABLE  2  (Continued) 
COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AND  TOPICS  ADDRESSED 


Letter 
Number 


Name  of  Organization  or  Individual  Commenting 


Topic(s)  Addressed 


88  Because  of  an  oversight,  we  do  not  have  a  Letter  No.  8 

89  Jean  Foor 

90  Mary  Ellen  Shoemaker 

91  Mary  Ziegenhagen 

92  Elizabeth  Stevenson 

93  Lisa  Mercier,  Chevron  U.S.A.,  Inc 

94  Neil  W.  Allen,  Amoco  Production  Company 

95  Alan  Edwards,  Office  of  the  Governor  of  Wyoming 

96  Paul  Cleary,  Wyoming  State  Land  &  Farm  Loan  Board 

97  John  M.  Bugas 

98  Thomas  H.  Wiancko 

99  Sandra  C.  Cahill 

100  Julie  Holding 

101  Harry  E.  Wilson 

102  Sterling  Evans 


MIN.LGM.F 

MIN,LGM,ORV,ACEC,RIP 

MIN.LGM.ORV 

MIN.LGM.ORV.ACEC 

W/F,MIN,LAN,ACEC 

MIN.W/F.PEO 

NS 

PEO,ACEC,MIN,LAN 

ACEC.MIN.ORV 

PEO,W/F,VEG,REC 

PEO,W/F,CR,F,REC 

PEO,MIN,W/F,ORV,REC 

ORV.ACEC 

PEO,MIN,F,ORV,CR,RIP,ACEC,REC.W/F,WH,LGM.S/W 


The  letters  we  received  are  reproduced  in  the 
following  pages.  Some  handwritten  letters  have 
been  typed  verbatim  to  improve  readability  or  to 
save  space.  Numbers  have  been  inserted  on  each 
letterto  identify  individual  comments,  and  corres- 
pondingly numbered  responses  to  the  comments 


follow  each  letter.  When  several  consecutively 
numbered  letters  contain  similar  comments  and 
concerns,  those  letters  are  reprinted  as  a  group 
and  one  response  is  given  following  the  group  of 
letters. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

RECEIVED    BUREAU  OF  MINES 
)88  APR  1 8    AHK>  IS  '■°-"°*»M« 

BUILDING  TO,  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 
»LM   CODf    R.A.  DENVER.  COLORADO    80225 

Inter-mountain   Field  Operations  Center 


April     IS.    IS 


four  reference: 
Cody  RMP/EIS 


To:       Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Cody  Resource  Area, 
P.O.  Box  518,  Cody,  Wyoming  82414 

From:     Chief,  Inter-mountain  Field  Operations  Center 

Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area,  Worland  District,  Wyoming 

Personnel  of  the  Bureau  of  Mines  reviewed  the  subject  management  plan  and 
environmental  Impact  statement.   The  review  was  requested  by  the  Wyoming  State 
Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   With  a  plan  such  as  this,  the  Bureau  of 
Mines  primarily  is  concerned  with  possible  impacts  on  mineral  resources  and/or 
production  facilities. 

The  Management  Plan  includes  a  discussion  of  mineral  resources  and  current 
production  in  the  resource  area.  The  document  also  addresses  anticipated 
Impact  on  mineral  resources  under  each  of  the  alternative  management  plans 
being  considered.  All  Bureau  of  Mines  concerns  are  adequately  addressed; 
we  have  no  objection  to  the  document  as  presented. 


■,..* 


ochran 


Response  to  Letter  1 


1.     Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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2.1 


WYOMING  ADVOCATES  FOX  ANIMALS 

3 1  fl  EH  PtrtMng  Boutovtnj 

Cniytrav.  WV  82001 


«prrrj4,  19 


Mr.  Soft  floss,   Team  leader  *i*  COOr  H.A 
Bureau  of  LJfxj  M«n«oamtfnt 
Cody  Resource  Are* 
P.    0.    Sox   518 
Cody,    WY     82414 

Deer  Mr.  Ross: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan, 
Dreft  CIS. 

Our  comments  mill  be  limited  to  wild  horses. 

The  sections,  with  resulting  alternatives,  on  wild  horses  are  confused  end  con- 
fusing.    A  summary.   In  our  opinion,   seems  to  6e  thet: 

1.  Alternative  A  recommends  no  reduction 

2.  Alternative  8  states  If  the  horses  are  reduced,   it 
could  harm  the  gene  pool 

J.     Alternative  C  says  there  is  a  need  to  reintroduce  horses 
into  Foster  Gulch  if  Alternative  C  is  used 

4.     Alternative  0  calls  for  reduction,  but  no  number  is 
given,   while  still  maintaining  a  reduction  will  main- 
tain a  healthy  breeding  herd 

Is  It  the  intent  of  Alternative  D  to  reduce,  taking  that  number  to  reintroduce 
into  Foster  Gulch?     The  above  appears  to  be  the  fteagan  Administration  doublespeak. 

There  are  too  many  variables  and  too  many  unanswered  Questions  where  the  welfare 
of  the  horses  Is  concerned.     Wyoming  Advocates  has  no  Interest  whatever  In  pro- 
tecting the  interests  of  grazing  permit  holders.     Therefore,   our  only  opinion 
can  be,   as  usual,    that   the  horses  must  be  left  alone,   intact,   unharmed.     No 
reductions  of  any  sort  in  any  area,   unless  there  is  simply  a  switching  around  of 
horses  to  different  areas.     Under  no  circumstances  do  we  support  any  plan  or 
alternative  which  results  in  horses  being  rounded  up  and  sent   to  holding  pens 
anywhere  for  the  adophlon  program. 

The  report  issued  by  GAQ  in  early  March  clearly  establishes  that  riparian  and 
other  damage  has  occurred  solely  from  overgrazing  resulting  from  the  actions  of 
ranchers,   supported  directly  or  indirectly  by  BLM's  management  policies.      The 
wild  horse  has  not'  been  blamed  in  any  manner  for  range  damage. 

Thus,  it  is  time  to  bury  forever  the  myth  and  fraudulency  that  wild  horses  are 
the  sole  damagers  of  public  lands.  The  GAO  report  puts  the  finish  to  that  for 
good. 


Responses  to  Letter  2 

1  The  proposed  action  does  not  include  a  recommendation  for  reduc- 
tion of  wild  horse  numbers,  but  roundups  would  be  conducted  peri- 
odically so  that  the  total  number  of  wild  horses  in  the  area  would 
be  controlled.  As  we  indicated  on  page  207  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS, 
about  100  horses  are  in  the  McCullough  Peaks  wild  horse  herd  area 
at  present.  Under  the  proposed  management  plan,  we  would  keep 
about  this  number  of  wild  horses  in  the  herd  area. 

There  are  no  wild  horses  in  the  Foster  Gulch  area  now,  and  the  pro- 
posed plan  does  not  include  reintroduction  of  wild  horses  to  that 
area. 


2.2 


Therefore.   Wyoming  Advocates  supports  no  intrusion  on  the  horses  of  any   nature. 
They  must  be  left  alone.     That  is  the  only  course  necessary. 

Sincerely, 


P* — " 


(Mrs.)   Jeannine   ft.  Stallings 


cc:     International  Society 
for  the  Protection  of 
Mustangs  and  Burros 
Reno,  Nevada 
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3.1 


RECEIVED 

888  APR  2 1  AH  9  39 

ILH  CODY  R.A. 

M6-6FU  Nor  th  Fork 
Cody.  Wyoming  88'.  1 

April  SO,  19BB 

Bob  Ross.  Team  Leader 

P.O.  Sox  518 

Cody.  Wyoming  BS<»1* 

Subject:  Comment*  on  Cody  RMP/EIS 

Deer  Mr .  Rossi 

The  following  comments  are    furnished  on  the  Cody 
Resource  Management  Plan  Draft  EIS  dated  February  198Bi 


D 


bjecti ves  of  a  1  low: 
omments  that  folio* 
a  i ter nat l ve. 


ernative  appears  r easonab le  with  the 
ng  use  and  improving  habitat.   The 
relate  to  recommendations  to  improve  th 


1 

2 


It  16  assumed  that  the  plan  would  be  re-assessed  o 
plannedt  periodic  basis  to  allow  adjustment,  particular 
compensate  for  unanticipated  changes  in  Weather ,  Human 
Growth,  Animal  population  patterns,  Mineral  needs,  etc. 

2)  It  is  recommended  that  the  EIS  recognize  the 
position  of  the  Forest  Service  in  relation  to  the  manag 
of  the  Clark's  Fork;  and  that  it   state  that 
the  Clark's  Fork  that  is  being  considered  for 
designation  <  as  recommended  by  the  Forest  Ser  vice,  that 
abuts  the  Forest  Ser  vice  Managed  lands)  ■  be  managed  as  though 
it  were  designated  as  Wild  and  Scenic,  until  some  other  legal 
use  is  defined.  <  the  designation  of  Class  1  Visual  Resource 
Management  appears  appropriate'. 

3 )  The  management  of  lands  where  the  underground 
minerals  are  to  be  administered  by  BLM,  but  the  surface  is 
pr  i  vate 1 y  owned ,  or  State  owned,  seems  ' 
definition!  the  BLM  policy  should  state 
will  be  avoided  if  possible. but  that  thi 
will  be  to  manage  so  as  not  degrade  the 
owners  assets.  It  is  felt  that  the  sta1 
295  do  not  provide  adequate  protection  1 
the  surface  land  owner. 


d  greater 

conf 1 icts  m  use 

gement  pol icy 

of  the  surface 
s .  on  page  5  and 

interests  of 


4 
5 


<♦)   With  regard  to  the 
distrubing  activities 

recommended,  on  the  basis 
stated  BLM  objecti 


lU 


.  tl 


e*  . 


Allowing  timbe 


X  s 1  opes  and  surface- 
lack  consideration  of 


poss i b 1 e  e- 


3.2 


5| 


8 


9" 


recommended  that  Alternative  "A"  on  Soils,  page  11  be 
amended  to  Indicate  that  the  higher  slopes  will  be  assessed 
m  each  specific  area  before  the  decision  to  allow  the  25  X- 
and  -5  X  slope  disturbances  is  authorized  by  BLM. 

6)  With  regard  to  Alpine  terrain,  particularly  the 
Carter  Mountain  area,  it  is  recommended  that  surface 
disturbances  not  be  allowed  because  of  the  highly  erosive 
nature  of  the  area.  The  Forest  Service  is  currently 
evaluating  a  comment  concerning  errosion  on  Carter  Mountain 
in  relation  to  an  APD  for  a  well  on  Carter  Mountain. 

7)  On  Geothermel  exploration  <p.  23),  it  is  recommended 
that  additional  safeguards  be  added  to  indicate  that  a 
scientifically  based  assessment  of  any  proposals  would  be 
undertaken  to  minimize  the  possibility  of  permanent 
detrimental  impacts  resulting  from  any  exploration,  before 
any  approval  Is  considered.  As  an  example  of  the  problem,  it 
is  understood  that  the  flow  of  the  hot  springs  at  Thermopolis 
was  reduced  as  an  unexpected  result  of  Geothermal  Exploration 
in  that  area.   Better  regulation  seems  appropriate,  in  the 
pub  1  ic  interest . 

B)   On  Hazardous  Materials  the  EIS  appears  deficient. 
The  BLM's  position  ought  to  be  more  active,  rather  than  the 
passive  position  it  indicates.   The  BLM  ought  not  to  await 
someone  reporting  site  contamination,  but  ought  to  be  trying 
to  prevent  it.   A  specific  precautionary  monitoring  program 
(p.  2««>  ought  to  be  defined.   As  an  example,  what 
precautionary  monitoring  is  being  done  in  the  aquifer  on  BLM 
administered  lands  where  landfills  arm    authorized7   Does  the 
BLM  have  monitoring  »e  1  1  •  in  the  Cody  Landfill'  The  EIS 
should  indicate  the  BLM's  position  on  landfills,  deep  waste 
injection  wells,  nuclear  waste  storage,  control  of  toxic 
gases  from  drilling  activities,  reclaimation  of  lands 
d  isturbed,  bondi  ng ,  ec  t . 

In  addition,  the  BLM  should  be  actively  trying  to 
prevent  the  unauthorized  dumping  of  toxic  materials,  through 
advertising  the  legal  consequences  and  monitoring  possible 
dump  site*. 

9)   Mining,  Timber.  Grazing  and  Coal  and  Oil  leasing  are 
all  areas  where  there  ha*  been  a  mandated  effort  to  empathize 
or  not  diminish,  it  1*  believed  that  the  Blm ' •  objective* 
•hould  reflect  the  long  term  enhancement  of  the  land'* 
asset*!  allowing  these  activities.  There  should  be  a  clear 
statement  uf  the  BLM  policy  with  regard  to  water  development. 


mended  that  the 


110)   On  Mild  Horse  management,  it  is  recommended  that 
BLM  develop  some  specific  assessment  method*  to  use  in 
evaluating  the  effect*  of  the  hor*e  herd  on  a  yearly  basis 
and  use  it  for  revising  management  decisions  in  regard  to 
controlling  the  herd  size. 


Responses  to  Letter  3 

1 .  The  RMP  will  be  in  effect  after  a  record  of  decision  is  issued  There- 
after, it  can  be  changed  in  response  to  changing  conditions.  Minor 
modification  and  refinement  of  the  plan  that  would  not  change  plan- 
ning decisions  or  the  scope  of  the  plan  would  be  carried  out  routinely 
as  new  data  were  acquired.  For  other  plan  modifications  such  as 
changes  in  planning  decisions,  a  plan  amendment  or  plan  revision 
might  be  required.  Environmental  analysis  and  public  participation 
are  required  for  plan  amendments  or  revisions. 

2.  We  believe  that  our  present  VRM  class  II  objectives,  combined  with 
other  restrictions  in  the  area  of  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone 
River,  would  be  sufficient  to  preserve  the  existing  scenic  quality  of 
BLM-administered  lands.  Also  please  see  general  response  3. 

3.  Federal  mineral  leases  on  split-estate  lands  include  requirements  for 
reclamation  of  any  nonfederal  lands  that  are  involved.  Any  effect  on 
assets  would  be  addressed  in  the  damages  or  trespass  agreement 
between  the  minerals  operator  and  the  landowner  (a  private  contract 
in  which  the  government  takes  no  part).  The  standing  BLM  policy 
is  basically  as  you  have  suggested.  Through  both  federal  and  state 
statutes  and  regulations,  the  interests  of  the  owners  of  nonfederal 
surface  are  adequately  protected. 

4.  The  '/2-mile  setback  around  portions  of  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellow- 
stone and  Shoshone  rivers  and  the  North  and  South  Forks  of  the 
Shoshone  River  was  not  selected  in  the  preferred  alternative  for  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  because  it  is  redundant.  For  the  most  part,  public 
lands  within  '/>  mile  of  these  rivers  would  be  administered  as  "fishing 
and  hunting  access  areas."  Such  areas  already  are  subject  to  "no 
surface  occupancy"  and  "no  surface-disturbing  activity"  restric- 
tions, as  shown  on  page  11  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

5.  The  general  provisions  to  limit  activities  on  slopes  were  developed 
to  fit  most  anticipated  situations  in  the  planning  area.  Before  the  BLM 
would  authorize  a  specific  surface-disturbing  activity  or  timber  har- 
vest, additional  site-specific  environmental  analyses  would  be  pre- 
pared. These  analyses  would  assess  environmental  consequences 
such  as  soil  erosion  and  the  appropriateness  of  conducting  activities 
on  slopes.  If  unacceptable  levels  of  soil  erosion  would  result  on 
slopes  of  less  than  25%  (less  than  45%  for  timber  harvests)  then  the 
proposed  action  may  be  denied,  modified  with  other  mitigative  mea- 
sures, and/or  moved  to  a  more  acceptable  location.  These  environ- 
mental analysis  requirements  are  standard  operating  procedures  for 
the  evaluation  of  all  proposed  actions. 

6.  The  proposed  plan  would  prohibit  surface-disturbing  activities  on 
slopes  greater  than  7%.  This  would  have  the  effect  of  prohibiting  dis- 
turbance on  all  but  about  120  acres  of  the  7,819  acre  proposed 
ACEC.  New  surface-disturbing  activities  generally  would  need  to  be 
located  on  areas  already  disturbed  by  a  road,  trail,  or  other  previous 
use.  Otherwise,  access  for  proposed  disturbances  probably  would 
require  the  use  of  a  helicopter.  This  is  because  the  slope  restriction 
would  make  it  difficult  to  build  new  roads  for  more  than  short  dis- 
tances. 

We  will  carefully  consider  the  Forest  Service's  evaluation  of  alpine 
soil  erodibility  before  authorizing  any  surface-disturbing  activities 
on  Carter  Mountain. 

7.  Environmental  analyses  will  be  conducted  on  any  area  where  geoth- 
ermal exploration  is  proposed.  This  will  include  a  scientific  assess- 
ment of  the  possibility  of  permanent  detrimental  impacts.  Additional 
regulation  in  the  area  of  geothermal  exploration  or  leasing  is  beyond 
both  the  authority  of  this  office  and  the  scope  of  the  RMP. 

8.  The  BLM  observes  all  state  and  federal  regulations  pertaining  to  the 
use  and  disposal  of  hazardous  materials.  As  to  monitoring  of  haz- 
ardous materials,  our  statement  on  page  24  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  is 
meant  to  indicate  that  BLM  will  monitor  the  authorized  land  users 
and  the  precautionary  measures  that  they  apply.  These  measures 
would  be  a  required  part  of  land  use  authorizations  for  any  activity 
that  could  potentially  involve  hazardous  materials  or  wastes.  At  pre- 
sent, operators  are  not  required  to  develop  monitoring  wells  at  BLM- 
authorized  landfills.  The  primary  responsibility  for  regulating  hazard- 
ous materials  lies  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
and  the  Wyoming  DEQ.  Generally,  these  agencies  would  determine 
if  and  when  monitoring  wells  would  be  required. 
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3.3 


Incidental  Ceawtnti 

•   is  rtcommtndtd  that  All  of  the  «bbrtvlition« 
.:*>  used,  be  dtfimd  m  one  location  m  the  E1S  nthvr 
than  in  the  several  places  that  they  *re  m  th»  thu  Draft 
(r»f .  pages  x i  and  31 ) 

HA   m  Tn»  •*pt*nation  of  night  of  Way  Management  did  not 

|  ■  f  em  c  Iwmr   . 

C.  The  statement*  on  possible  Ulldirntti  designation  and 
the  associated  management  practices  for  Mc  Cu I  lough  Peaks 
r*'l»tt  a  mound  management  approach. 

D>  The  statements  to  better  integrate  management  with 
the  forest  and  wildlife  management  practices  appear 
excel  lent.  tr»f .  p.  an 

1|       Ei  It  was  not  clear  what  section  203  of  FLPMA  relates 
O  ■  to.  it  is  recommended  that  a  Summary  be  provided  somewhere 
«C  I  '•"'ly  »<   the  document  and  appropriate  references  provided  in 
■     .-  Summary. 

F>  The  power  line,  right  of  way  avoidances  policy  seems 
appropriate,  particularly  as  it  relates  to  Black  Footed 
Ferret  essential  habitat. 
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G)  In  particular,  the  plan  appears  to  c I  par  1 v  state  most 
of  the  Important  objectives;  It  IS  recommended  that  the  BLfl 
advisory  committees  role  be  indicated  in  the  document; 
particular  the  Committee  might  be  used  to  assess  how  . 
BLfl  is  attaining  it's  local  objectives,  as  well  as  providing 
advice  In  the  specific  plan  areas  that  they  Are    normally 
requested  to  review,  and  provide  recommendations. 


Arne  G.  Sandberg 

Board  member  of  Northwest 

Wyoming  Resource  Council 


The  BLM  does  not  authorize  the  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes  on 
any  public  lands,  and  we  have  no  indications  that  hazardous  wastes 
have  been  disposed  of  in  authorized  landfills  on  public  land  in  the 
planning  area. 

The  BLM's  efforts  to  serve  the  public  and  prevent  public  land  con- 
tamination include  informing  land  users  of  hazards  associated  with 
certain  materials  and  activities  and  encouraging  understanding  and 
compliance  with  the  federal  and  state  regulations  that  pertain  to  such 
materials.  We  also  can  inform  the  public  where  to  find  facilities  that 
are  authorized  to  dispose  of  materials  we  cannot  permit  on  public 
land. 

The  BLM  is  unable  to  patrol  thousands  of  acres  of  public  land  reg- 
ularly with  present  funding  and  personnel  levels,  nor  can  we  install 
monitoring  wells  without  some  indication  of  contamination.  BLM 
employees  and  public  land  users  are  encouraged  to  be  watchful  for 
contamination  sites  and  attempts  at  illegal  disposal  of  hazardous 
materials.  Also  please  see  "Additions  and  Corrections  to  the  Appen- 
dixes" for  further  discussion  on  hazardous  materials  and  wastes. 

9.  Water  development  projects  initiated  by  the  BLM  are  limited  to  those 
that  support  other  resource  programs  or  activities  administered  by 
the  BLM.  Examples  are  spring  or  well  developments  for  livestock  and 
wildlife  and  detention  dams  constructed  for  watershed  stabilization. 
These  developments  are  identified  in  activity  plans  such  as  grazing 
AMPs  or  wildlife  HMPs  and  site-specific  environmental  analyses  are 
conducted  during  the  project  planning  phase.  The  BLM  must  adhere 
to  all  water  laws  of  the  state  of  Wyoming  because  the  state  has  the 
primary  responsibility  for  allocating  water  resources  in  Wyoming. 

10.  The  BLM  has  a  procedure  for  evaluating  the  effects  of  wild  horses 
on  federal  ranges.  Census  information  is  compiled  on  a  continuing 
basis:  BLM  personnel  determine  wild  horse  population  levels  and 
trends,  sex  ratios,  average  band  size,  reproduction,  use  areas,  and 
forage  utilization.  The  data  are  used  to  establish  allowable  use  levels 
and  the  allowable  number  of  wild  horses.  Excess  horses  are  removed 
from  the  range  when  necessary. 

11.  The  management  actions  relating  to  rights-of-way  are  on  pages 
27-29  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  under  the  subheading  "Utility/ 
Transportation  Systems."  This  material  deals  with  proposed  right-of- 
way  corridors  and  right-of-way  avoidance  areas.  Avoidance  area  is 
defined  on  page  343  and  corridor  on  page  344  in  the  Glossary  of  the 
draft  document. 

12.  To  avoid  confusion,  the  proposed  plan/final  EIS  describes  "section 
203  of  FLPMA"  as  the  public  land  sale  authority  of  FLPMA.  Informa- 
tion concerning  public  land  disposal  by  sale  can  be  found  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  on  page  296  (appendix  C)  and  on  pages  302-303  (appendix 
E)  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 

13.  The  role  of  advisory  councils  is  described  in  the  Glossary  Supple- 
ment in  this  document  under  Advisory  Council.  As  was  indicated  in 
thedraft  RMP/EIS,  the  Worland  District  Multiple  Use  Advisory  Coun- 
cil has  been  kept  informed  of  the  progress  of  the  RMP,  and  com- 
ments and  recommendations  of  the  members  have  been  solicited 
We  will  continue  to  consult  the  advisory  council  regarding  further 
development  of  the  plan. 
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Mark  Piarton 
P.O.  Box  204 
Grand  Junctic 


11 


3| 


RECEIVED 

Saw  22    AH0  36flprll    1B,    ,,e8 

Bob   Ro...    T.w  L.ad.r,LM  C™  «•*. 
Bureau    of     Land    Management 
Cody    Resource    Area 
P.O.     Box     51B 
Cody,     WY       B2414 

Dear     Mr .     Ross : 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  Draft  RMP  and  EI5  for  the  Cody 
Resource  Area. 

I  am  extremely  disappointed  by  the  proposed  Cody  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  accompanying  DEIS.   The  reader  must  wade  through  a 
maze  of  half-folded  maps  and  disconnected  text  in  order  to  determine 
the  actual  management  guidelines  for  any  particular  block  of  land. 
The  proposed  protective  classifications  such  as  ACECs  are    simply  paper 
names  mi th  no  teeth. 

Why  do  you  not  make  Use  of  the  concept  of  management  emphasis 
areas  or  management  prescription  areas  such  as  the  Forest  Service  has 
used  in  Region  2  and  such  as  the  BLM  uses  i/i  Colorado  RHPs">   It  is 
extremely  difficult  to  ascertain  what  BLM  is  proposing  in  the  way  of 
management  guidelines  and  restrictions  for  various  areas  of  interest 
to  me.   For  example,  I  would  like  to  know  what  management  is  proposed 
for  the  mouth  of  Clark  "s  Fork  Canyon.   Unfortunately,  I  cannot  simply 
read  a  descr 1 pt i on  of  various  al tern at i ve  management  schemes  for  the 
canyon;   instead  I  have  to  page  through  literally  dozens  of  fold  out 
maps,  trying  to  piece  together  the  oil  and  gas  leasing  restrictions 
for  an  alternative  with  the  ORV  restrictions  for  the  same  alternative. 

I  am  amazed  that  BLM  has  determined  that  there  is  not  one  acre  of 
1  and  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area  that  has  non-mi ner al  resources  of 
sufficient  value  that  BLM  would  consider  no  leasing  restrictions  for 
it.    The  only  area    identified  for  no  leasing  is  the  one  area    that  BLM 
cannot  legally  lease  -  McCullough  Peak  WSA '    It  is  hard  to  believe 
that  the  Clark's  Fork  Canyon,  Little  Mountain,  Sheep  Mountain,  Five 
Springs  Falls,  and  other  areas  do  not  merit  a  no  leasing 
r  ecommendat l on. 

Three  of  the  RMP  alternatives  (A,B,  and  D)  are    identical  with 
respect  to  leasing  recommendations.   Alternative  C  adds  only  three 
other  areas  to  the  no  leasing  category,  for  a  mimscule  couple  of 
percent  of  the  resource  area.    Thi s  mi ser 1 y  range  of  alternati ves  for 
oil  and  gas  leasing  does  not  satisfy  NEPA  requirements  for    analysis 
of  a  meaningful  range  of  alternatives. 

The  proposed  ACEC  designations  in  the  preferred  alternative  are 
completely  meaningless.   No  protection  is  being  offered  these  areas  in 
terms  of  management  restrictions  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of 
recreational,  scenic,  or  natural  biologic    and  geologic  resources. 
The  ACECs  are    worth  1  ess  paper  creati ons. 


4.2 


3 
4 


For  ex  amp  1 e ,  managemen  t  f  or  t he  proposed  Car  t  er  Mount  a i n  ACEC 
woul d  pi  ace  no  restr i ct i ons  whatsoever  on  mi ner al  1 ocat 1  on  or 
1 i vestock  grazing,  and  few  restr i ctions  on  oil  and  gas  devel  op men t. 
I  do  not  see  how  BLM  s  proposed  management  will  do  anything  to  achieve 
the  stated  objective  of  protecting  unique  alpine  tundra  and  fragile 
soils.     As  far  as  I  can  tell,  there  is  little  if  any  difference 
between  management  of  ordinary  BLM  lands  and  the  Carter  Mountain  ACEC. 


What  is  th 
least  640  acres 
mineral  1 
popular  recreatio 
that  BLM  could  go 
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size  of  the  proposed  Five  Springs  Falls  ACEC?  At 
-ound  Five  Springs  Falls  shoul d  be  desi gnated  for 
The  campground  is  one  of  the  most  attractive  and 
lal  locations  in  the  entire  resource  area.         It  see 


May  out  on  a  limb  and  propose  that  640  acres  of  the 
ineral  estate  in  the  resouce  area    be  closed  to 

leasing.    Is  there  any  question  that  recreation  values  outweigh  any 

potential  mineral   values  at  Five  Springs  Falls"" 

The  entire  proposed  Little  Mountain  ACEC  (20,510  acres)  should  be 
c 1 osed  to  mineral  1 easi ng.    If  BLM  is  in  fact  ser i ous  about  protecting 
the  existing  cave  network,  how  can  BLM  allow  leasing  on  Little 
Mount  ai  n">   There  are    undoubted  1  y  undi  scover  ed  caves  in  this  wor  1  d 
r eknowned  spel eol ogi cal  area.        By  the  1 1 me  BLM  di  sc overs  one  with  the 
hel p  of  a  drilling  rig,  irrepi aceabl e  damage  may  have  al ready 
occurred. 


Previous  studie 
creased  road  access  (such  as  occurs  wi 
creased  vandalism  of  cultural  sites  (" 
rheol og i cal  Resources  l  n  Southwest  Col 


the  direct 
th  m 
A  Su 


rr el  at i on  between 
eral  development)  ar 
ey  of  Vandal i sm  to 
by  Nickens,  et .  al  . 


7* 
81 


No.  11  of  BLM  s  Colorado  Cultural  Resource  Series).    If  BLM  claims  ta 
designate  Little  Mountain  ACEC  to  protect  important  cultural  and 
pal eontogical  resources,  then  it  should  be  closed  to  leasing. 

BLM  s  claim  in  the  RMP  that  "no  surface  occupancy"  (NSO) 
stipulations  will  be  added  to  protect  important  new  caves  as  they  are 
II     .i-red  on  Little  Mountain  is  ludicrous.   BLM  has  al_wav^  tdiVen  the 
position  that  leases  are    sacred  and  cannot  be  modified  once  sold. 
Just  how  does  BLM  intend  to  procedurally  add  NSO  stips  to  exist  |  , 
leases  if  new  caves  are   discovered0   BLM  s  representation  in  the 
preferred  alternative  that  such  protective]  stipulations  can  be  added 
**ter  the  fact  is  dishonest  given  my  experience  with  the  agency. 

The  same  problems  apply  to  the  issue  of 
proposed  Little  Mountain  ACEC. 


eral  locati 


the 


Limitation  o*  DRV  use  to  existing  roads  and  trails  in 
□posed  Little  Mountain  ACEC  is  one  positive  aspect  ,,t   the 


Responses  to  Letter  4 

1 .  Although  they  are  not  called  "management  emphasis  areas"  or  "man- 
agement prescription  areas,"  the  Cody  draft  RMP/EIS  proposes  spe- 
cific management  actions  for  many  discrete  geographical  units  such 
as  proposed  ACECs,  special  recreation  management  areas 
(SRMAs),  the  McCullough  Peaks  wild  horse  herd  area,  black-footed 
ferret  essential  habitat,  and  peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat  areas, 
to  name  a  few.  The  future  management  objectives  and  actions  for 
these  areas  for  the  protection  of  the  resources  and  land  uses  iden- 
tified are  described  clearly  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

For  information  on  the  Canyon  of  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone, 
please  see  general  response  3. 

2.  The  areas  that  you  mention  would  be  covered  all  or  in  part  by  NSO 
restrictions  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  and  by  pro- 
hibitions against  other  types  of  surface-disturbing  activities.  In  addi- 
tion, many  other  areas  in  the  planning  area  are  covered  by  NSO  and 
"no  surface  disturbance"  restrictions. 

The  NSO  restrictions  and  "no  leasing"  designations  result  in  an  iden- 
tical level  of  protection  for  surface  resources;  therefore,  we  consider 
elimination  of  leasing  unnecessary  for  the  areas  mentioned.  Another 
consideration  is  that  with  the  NSO  restrictions  it  is  possible  to  obtain 
the  royalties  for  federal  oil  and  gas  removed  by  off-site  drilling, 
whereas  lands  where  a  no  lease  provision  was  in  effect  could  be  sub- 
ject to  draining  of  federal  oil  and  gas  could  be  drained  by  off-site 
drilling  on  state,  private,  or  other  federal  or  fee  leases  without  com- 
pensation to  the  federal  treasury. 

In  its  various  alternatives,  the  Cody  draft  RMP/EIS  includes  consid- 
eration of  a  rangeof  "no  leasing,"  NSO,  and  "nosurfacedisturbance" 
restrictions  to  protect  various  land  and  resource  values.  We  believe 
that  this  range  of  options  for  protecting  land  and  resource  values 
and  for  allowing  different  levels  of  development  meets  NEPA  require- 
ments for  an  adequate  range  of  alternatives.  Also  please  see  general 
response  5. 

3.  The  Carter  Mountain  area  has  low  potential  for  the  occurrence  of 
locatable  minerals.  There  are  no  mining  claims  in  the  area  now,  and 
we  do  not  anticipate  the  staking  of  mining  claims  in  the  future.  Please 
see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  3  for  a  discussion  of  the 
restrictions  on  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  in  the  pro- 
posed ACEC.  Also  please  see  general  response  4. 

Most  of  the  Carter  Mountain  proposed  ACEC  lies  within  the  Carter 
Mountain  grazing  allotment,  number  2504.  This  allotment  is  autho- 
rized for  sheep  use  during  the  summer,  but  it  has  not  been  grazed 
for  the  past  three  years.  A  vegetation  inventory  of  the  allotment  con- 
ducted in  1986  indicated  that  44%  of  the  vegetation  communities 
were  in  good  ecological  condition  and  47%  were  in  fair  ecological 
condition.  The  remaining  9%  were  unclassified.  If  livestock  grazing 
should  begin  again  in  the  Carter  Mountain  allotment,  monitoring 
would  be  initiated  to  ensure  protection  of  the  unique  vegetation. 

4.  The  size  of  the  Five  Springs  Falls  proposed  ACEC  is  160  acres.  Appen- 
dix J  to  this  document  gives  more  information  about  the  proposed 
ACECs.  Known  occurrences  of  rare  plants  occupy  less  than  5  acres 
in  the  proposed  ACEC.  The  Five  Springs  Falls  campground,  which 
lies  within  the  proposed  ACEC,  also  occupies  less  than  5  acres  The 
proposed  plan  would  protect  the  entire  160  areas  with  an  NSO  res- 
triction. We  believe  that  the  this  would  adequately  protect  the  camp- 
ground and  all  known  occurrences  of  rare  plants  in  the  proposed 
ACEC.  For  a  comparison  of  the  NSO  restriction  and  no  leasing, 
please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter.  We  do  not  expect 
that  vandalism  of  cultural  sites  would  increase  or  that  any  new  roads 
would  be  built  in  the  Little  Mountain  area  as  a  result  of  mineral 
leasing  or  any  other  activity.  The  area  has  low  potential  for  the  occur- 
rence of  leasable  minerals.  Past  leasing  in  the  area  has  been  for  oil 
and  gas,  and  records  dating  back  to  the  early  1900s  show  that  these 
leases  have  expired  without  having  been  drilled  for  oil  or  gas. 

6  The  BLM  does  not  intend  to  add  NSO  restrictions  to  existing  mineral 
leases;  rather,  NSO  restrictions  would  be  applied  where  appropriate 
on  any  new  leases  as  existing  leases  expire.  However,  the  BLM  can 
modify  proposed  activities  on  existing  leases  on  the  basis  of  the 
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Ths    propottd    Sheep    Mountain    ACEC    ha*    many    of     the    iim    problems    as 
ths    othsr    ACLCs.        The   rtitnctlon    on    location    mineral    txploration    and 
dtvilopMnt    sounds    good    at    fact    vilut   until    mn    txctptlon    is    made    for 
lands    with    potential    for    d»vtlopn*nt    of    gypsum   or    ban  ton  it*.       what 
oth*r     locatabl*    minerals    has    anyone    »v*r     e»pr*««*d     mtaritt     in    around 
Sheep    Mountain    other     thsn    gypsum    and    bintomtt''       What     is    the    point     in 
having    a    mintril     withdrawal     that    doti    not     apply    to    ths    only    minerals 
of     •conomi  c      1  nt  *r*st     that     «r  e    pr  event    " 

Ths   problsms    that     I    have   pointsd    out    with    ths    propottd    ACECs    show 
that    ths    designations    offsr    no    rsal     protection    to    ths    resources 
prssent.        BLMa    proposed    ACECs    are    simply    paper     tigers.        BLM    must    put 
real     teeth     into    the    management    of     ACECs    If     It     is    to    meet     the    intent    of 
the    planning    regulations    for    ACECs. 

Clark's    Fork    Canyon    should    be    singlsd    for    spsclal     attsntlon 
also.        A    mile    or     two    of     ths    recommended    Clark     a    Fork    Wild    and    Scenic 
River     lies    within    ths    rssourcs    mrmm.        Rsgardless    of     whether     the    river 
is   ever    Congressl onal 1 y   protected,    the    canyon    mouth    is    an 
extraordinarily    scenic     feature    with     l rrspl aceabl e'  recreat l onal 
values.       The   Clark's   Fork    should    bs   dsslgnated    as    an    ACEC    and    *r\ 
Outstanding    Natural    Arsa    with    no    mineral     leasing,    no    minsral     location, 
no   rights-of-way,    and    management    that    enhances    ths    outstandingly 
rsmarkable   values    for    which    it    was    studied    under    the   Wild    and    Scenic 
Rivers    Act.        Ths    Shoshone   National    Forest    Plan    manages    its    ssgment    of 
the   Clark    s    Fork    River    under    a    10D    management    prescription,    which 
emphasizes    protection    of    the   wild    and    scenic    river    values    that    mrm 
pressnt.       BLM    s    proposed    Cody    RMP    is   not    compatibls   with    the    Shoshons 
Plan. 

It    is    my    opinion    that    the   propossd    Cody    RMP    does    not    satisfy    the 
legal    requirements    of    NEPA    and    FLPMA    in    a    number    of    areas.        I    hope 
that    BLM   will    attempt    to   rectify    them   prior    to    the    protest    period. 
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Mark    Pearson 


results  of  site-specific  environmental  analyses  or  through  negotia- 
tions with  lessees. 

7  Closure  to  new  mining  claim  locations  on  Little  Mountain  would  have 
no  effect  on  the  valid  existing  rights  of  mining  claims  that  predate 
the  closure.  However,  such  closure  would  make  it  more  feasible  for 
the  BLM  to  conduct  examinations  of  mining  claim  validity  If  existing 
mining  claims  are  found  to  be  invalid  according  to  the  mining  laws, 
they  can  be  removed.  Since  all  mining  claims  are  considered  valid 
until  proven  otherwise,  the  purpose  for  the  closure  to  mineral  loca- 
tion would  be  to  prevent  the  staking  of  new  mining  claims  in  the  area 
and  to  forestall  the  need  for  additional  validity  examinations. 

8.  ORV  use  in  the  proposed  ACEC  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads 
and  trails  rather  than  existing  roads  and  trails  (please  see  map  13  and 
page  128  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 

9.  Because  of  potential  conflicts  with  bentonite  development  activities, 
the  boundary  of  the  proposed  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  ACEC  has 
been  amended  to  exclude  lands  with  potential  for  bentonite.  Within 
the  new  boundaries  of  this  proposed  ACEC,  there  are  mining  claims 
on  lands  underlain  by  Paleozoic  age  limestones  and  sandstones  in 
the  Phosphoria  Formation,  Tensleep  Sandstone,  Amsden  Forma- 
tion, and  the  Madison  Limestone.  There  is  evidence  on  Sheep  Moun- 
tain of  mining  claim  exploration  activity  in  these  rocks  and  of  small- 
scale  removal  of  mineral  materials. 

Some  mining  claim  owners  may  want  to  mine  the  limestone  and  sand- 
stone for  use  as  building  stone  or  other  construction  materials;  how- 
ever, in  most  cases  the  mining  laws  do  not  allow  the  development 
and  mining  of  these  common  variety  materials  on  mining  claims. 

In  the  proposed  plan,  all  lands  in  the  proposed  ACEC  (as  now  delin- 
eated) would  be  closed  to  future  mineral  entry  by  the  establishment 
of  a  mineral  withdrawal.  This  would  include  lands  with  potential  for 
gypsum.  The  withdrawal  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  rights  of 
holders  of  the  existing  mining  claims.  However,  the  BLM  could  con- 
duct examinations  of  mining  claim  validity  on  building  stone  mining 
claims  as  described  in  the  response  to  comment  7  of  this  letter. 

10.  Please  see  general  response  3. 
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Bob  Rosa,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  518 
Cody,  WY  82414 


April  21,  1988 


RECEIVED 
1968  m   25  AH  &  St* 

|U-  CGOf  A. A. 


Dear  Mr .  Ross, 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Cody  Draft  RMP.  This  is  one  of 
the  most  poorly  written  documents  I  have  ever  had  the  chance  to 
review.  How  do  you  expect  the  public  to  figure  out  what's  being 
proposed  when  the  plan  is  so  disorganized?  There  is  no  text  on 
the  proposed  action.  Everything  is  listed  in  tables  or  maps.  A 
person  has  to  spend  hours  searching  these  tables  to  begin  to 
comprehend  the  proposal . 

I  found  the  mineral  policy  to  be  one  of  the  worst  aspects  of  the 
draft  plan.  I  used  to  live  in  Wyoming  and  spent  a  substantial 
amount  of  time  visiting  areas  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area.  There 
are  obviously  resources  deserving  of  protection  from  mineral 
development.  Why  has  the  BLM  refused  to  consider  protecting  the 
natural  wonders  of  the  Cody  Resource  Area  from  mineral  develop- 
ment? 

Sheep  Mountain  is  one  of  my  favorite  places  in  the  resource  area. 
This  nationally  famous  anticline  could  be  destroyed  by  what  is 
being  recommended  in  the  Draft  RMP.  Although  the  BLM  has 
recommended  a  mineral  withdrawal ,  it  haa  exempted  the  only 
locatable  minerals  of  value  in  the  area,  bentonite  and  gypsum. 
This  is  absolutely  absurdl  The  Sheep  Mountain  ACEC  will  be  only 
a  paper  designation  with  no  protection. 

This  is  true  for  the  other  ACECs  also.  The  BLM  is  trying  to 
bamboozle  the  public  into  thinking  that  they  will  protect  these 
outstanding  natural  areas.  In  reality ,  the  ACECs  will  have 
little  additional  protection  than  surrounding  lands. 

Get  with  it  and  begin  accepting  reality.  You  guys  are  not  the 
Bureau  of  Livestock  and  Mining,  but  a  multiple  use  agency  charged 
with  protecting  natural  areas  and  promoting  various  uses  on  your 
lands.  This  plan  has  to  go  through  a  major  transformation  to  be 
acceptable  in  my  mind. 


Sincerely  yours , 


ifiA^ 


Kirk  Koepsel 

11608  S.  Apache  Tr. 

Conifer,  CO  80433 


Response  to  Letter  5 


1.     Please  see  the  response  to  comment  9  of  letter  4. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  RECEIVED 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Enhancement 
2120  Capitol  Avenue,  Room  7010  |988  APR  25  Ml  &  21 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001 

BLM  CODt  R.A. 
April  21.  1988 
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To:        Team  Leader,  Cody  Resource  Area,  BLM,  Cody,  WY 
Attention:  Bob  Ross 

From:      State  Supervisor,  Wyoming  State  Office.  FWS/FWE,  Cheyenne,  WY 

Subject:    Review  of  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan/Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

We  have  reviewed  the  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan/Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (RMP/OEIS),  concentrating  our  review  on  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  (BLM)  preferred  Alternative  D.  The  following  constitutes  the 
comments  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS).  We  also  refer  you  to  the 
issues  and  concerns  addressed  in  our  March  25,  1986  memorandum  regarding  the 
subject  RMP/OEIS. 

We  appreciate  the  level  of  coordination  that  your  wildlife  staff  has  maintained 
throughout  the  RMP  planning  and  development  process.  We  understand  that  the 
BLM  will  be  submitting  a  biological  assessment  pursuant  to  Section  7  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended  (ESA).  Specific  concerns  and  issues 
regarding  threatened,  endangered,  and  candidate  species,  will  be  addressed 
through  the  Section  7  consultation  process.  The  results  of  that  consultation 
should  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS. 

Specific  Comments 

Page  5.  paragraph  A.     We  are  concerned  about  the  possibility  of  waiving 
mitigation  requirements  without  adequate  review  from,  and  consultation  with, 
the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (WGFD)  and  the  FWS.  Mitigation 
requirements  that  have  been  developed  to  protect  wildlife  resources,  either  as 
standard  RMP  mitigation  guidelines,  or  through  coordination  and  consultation 
with  other  agencies,  should  not  be  waived,  modified,  or  combined  with  other 
conditions  of  resource  use,  without  the  concurrence  of  all  agencies  Involved, 
In  determining  those  requirements. 

Table  2.  page  10.  Rloarlan  Areas  And  Surface  Water.  This  discusses  a 
prohibition  of  surface-disturbing  activities  within  500  feet  of  surface  water 
and/or  riparian  areas  "except  when  activities  are  necessary..."  What 
constitutes  a  "necessary"  activity? 

Table  2.  page  27-2B.  Utility/Transportation  Systems.  We  support  your  efforts 
to  identify  preferred  utility  and  pipeline  corridors  for  future  rights-of-ways, 
and  avoidance  areas  for  above-ground  powerlines  to  reduce  mortality  to  raptors 
and  other  birds.  To  protect  raptors  outside  "avoidance  areas"  we  recommend 
that  all  powerllne  right-of-ways  include  a  stipulation  that  powerlines  be 


Responses  to  Letter  6 

1.  The  wildlife  mitigation  requirements  to  protect  wildlife  habitat  that 
were  described  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  were  developed  after  an  exten- 
sive evaluation  of  wildlife  resources  and  the  concerns  of  other  agen- 
cies, especially  the  WGFD  and  the  USFWS.  In  most  cases,  the  BLM 
would  evaluate  a  proposed  action  and  determine  when  mitigative 
measures  can  or  cannot  be  waived.  We  will  always  consult  with  the 
USFWS  when  a  federally  listed  endangered,  threatened,  "proposed" 
or  candidate  species  could  be  affected  by  a  proposed  action.  The 
BLM  also  will  practice  coordination  and  consultation  with  other  agen- 
cies as  appropriate  or  necessary,  but  concurrence  may  or  may  not 
be  possible. 

2.  When  possible,  the  BLM  intends  to  prevent  the  further  loss  of  we- 
tlands in  the  planning  area  and  to  implement  actions  to  improve  and 
restore  native  wetland  plant  and  animal  communities.  Some  surface- 
disturbing  activities  such  as  fence  construction  may  be  necessary 
in  wetland  habitats  to  achieve  our  management  goals.  In  addition, 
when  considering  proposed  activities  we  must  have  the  flexibility  to 
allow  surface  disturbances  in  wetland  habitats  if  adverse  impacts 
could  be  avoided  or  if  the  activity  and  its  associated  mitigation  would 
benefit  our  overall  wetlands  objectives. 

3.  In  accordance  with  section  2851  of  the  BLM  Manual,  all  power  lines 
that  are  constructed  or  modified  on  public  land  will  comply  with  the 
guidelines  of  the  raptor  research  report  you  cited. 

4.  We  are  aware  of  the  importance  of  prairie  dog  colonies.  We  manage 
these  colonies  under  the  Prairie  Dog  Ecosystem  Habitat  Management 
Plan  (USDI,  BLM  *1986d).  Prairie  dog  control  would  be  carried  out 
only  if  prairie  dog  damage  was  documented  and  control  was  deter- 
mined to  be  necessary.  Only  two  grazing  allotments  are  currently 
identified  for  this  practice.  Such  controls  would  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  HMP  mentioned  above,  and  all  biological  con- 
trol options  would  be  tried  before  other  options  would  be  consid- 
ered. The  status  of  and  effects  on  all  sensitive  species  (for  example, 
black-footed  ferret,  burrowing  owl.  swift  fox)  would  be  determined 
before  such  controls  were  implemented. 
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6.2 

3b  constructed  according  to  the  specifications  provided  In  the  publication 
■  "Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor  Protection  on  Power  lines  -  The  State  of  the 
■  Art  In  1981.  Raptor  Research  Report  No.  4". 

We  support  right-of-way  avoidance  area  designations  for  the  black-footed  ferret 
(HuiltLo  Marines)  essential  habitat  area,  bald  eagle  (Hallaeetus 
leucocephalus)  and  other  raptor  nest  territories. 

Table  2.   oaoe  33.  Livestock  Grazing  Management.  We  are  concerned  about  the 
reference  to  control  prairie  dogs  (Ciflflnjyj  sp.)  In  two  allotments,  "and  in 
other  areas  as  necessary".  Our  review  of  the  text  did  not  Identify  what  type 
of  control  would  be  used,  and  whether  surveys  for  black-footed  ferrets  would  be 
conducted  prior  to  such  control.  Prairie  dog  complexes  provide  Important 
habitat  and/or  prey  base  for  several  wildlife  species,  such  as  raptors  and 
carnivores:  and  prairie  dog  burrows  provide  nest  sites  for  burrowing  owls. 
Species  that  use  prairies  dog  complexes  should  be  considered  when  evaluating 
proposed  control  programs.  We  recommend  that  prairie  dog  control  programs  not 
be  conducted  on  public  lands  where  burrowing  owl  nests  exist  or  where  prairie 
dog  problems  on  adjacent  private  land  have  not  been  documented. 

Table  2.   oaoe  46.  Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat,  we  are  concerned  about  the  type 
of  sagebrush  control  proposed  here.  If  chemical  control  Is  proposed,  a  500- 
foot  buffer  zone  around  water  may  not  be  sufficient.  We  are  also  concerned 
about  potential  Impacts  of  chemical  control  to  other  vegetation  and  associated 
wildlife  species. 
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Table  ?.  page  49.  wildlife  and  fish  Habitat.  This  section  states,  "...the  use 
of  poisons  lethal  to  vertebrate  animals  would  be  avoided  1n  the  planning 

area ".  It  Is  unclear  in  the  RHP/DEIS  if  this  applies  to  the  two  concerns 

addressed  In  the  above  two  paragraphs. 

Table  4.  oaoe  115. Chapman  Bench  Proposed  ACEC/oaoe  1?0.  Five  Springs  falls 

Proposed  ACEC.  We  support  the  designations  of  Chapman  Bench  and  Five  Springs 
Falls  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  and  are  encouraged  by  your 
efforts  to  protect  and  manage  habitat  for  the  long-billed  curlew  (Numenius 
amerlcanus).  mountain  plover  (Charadrius  montanusl.  and  rare  and/or  candidate 
plants.  The  final  £IS  should  Identify  the  four  plants  that  the  Five  Springs 
Falls  ACEC  Is  proposed  to  protect. 

Page  ?79.  Table  47.  Expected  Changes  In  Populations  of  Big  Game  Ungulates  Under 
Alternative  0.  We  are  disappointed  that  the  preferred  alternative  (indeed  3  of 
the  4  alternatives)  shows  an  expected  decline  and/or  lower  population  estimate 
than  WGFO  objectives  for  all  big  game  ungulates. 

Page  272.   Livestock  Grazing/Page  ?76.  Wetlands.  As  discussed  in  our  March  25. 
1986  memo  we  are  concerned  about  the  loss  of  wetland  and  riparian  habitats, 
and  the  associated  impacts  to  wildlife  dependent  upon  these  habitats.  We 
support  the  proposed  spring  grazing  deferment  and  rest-rotation  grazing  systems 
discussed  in  these  two  sections.  We  also  recommend  fencing  riparian  areas  to 
restrict  livestock  grazing  and  facilitate  Cottonwood  (Pooulus  sp.) 
regeneration. 


5.  Potential  impacts  resulting  from  sagebrush  control  near  water  would 
be  analyzed  site-specifically,  and  impacts  would  be  mitigated 

6  The  use  of  poisons  would  be  avoided  in  the  planning  area  unless  con- 
trol was  determined  to  be  necessary  for  a  documented  problem.  In 
such  cases,  poisons  would  be  used  only  if  all  other  options  had  been 
tried  and  found  unsuitable  or  were  determined  not  to  be  feasible 

7.  The  four  rare  plants  in  the  Five  Springs  Falls  proposed  ACEC  are 
listed  in  appendix  J  to  this  document,  which  describes  the  areas  that 
have  been  considered  for  ACEC  designation. 

8.  Please  see  general  response  6 

9  The  BLM  will  implement  a  wetlands  habitat  management  plan  for  the 
Cody  Resource  Area.  The  draft  of  that  document  will  be  available 
for  your  review  and  comment.  We  agree  with  your  concerns. 


6.3 


All  projects  with  the  potential  to  impact  wildlife  and  their  habitats  should  be 
coordinated  with  WGFO  and  ourselves.  This  concludes  our  comments.  We  look 
forward  to  working  with  you  in  the  future  on  specific  projects. 


%6.  Stokf 


mt/uy  Field  Office,  FWS,  Helena,  MT 
ARO/FWE.  FWS.  Denver,  CO 
Director,  WGFC,  Cheyenne,  WY 
Nongame  Coordinator.  WGFD,  Lander,  WY 
State  Director.  BLM,  Cheyenne.  WY 


Take  Pride  in  America 
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7.1 


Dnlted  States 
Department  of 
Agriculture 


Soil 

Conservation 

Service 


100  East  B  St. ,  Rm.  5124 
Caaper,  WY  82601 
Phone  (307)261-5214 


Subject:  Cody  RMP/EIS 

To:  Bob  Rosa,  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  518 

Cody,  Wyoming  82414 


Date:  Apr 
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Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  review  your  draft  EIS.   We 
would  like  to  respond  to  three  things  that         the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  (SCS). 

1.   On  page  314  references  are  made  to  SCS  range  sites  not 

• ing  the  true  production  capabilities  of  the 
inventoried  plant  communities  in  some  cases,  and  thai 
ecological  condition  classes  assigned  to  each  were 

r  adjusted,  if  necessary,  on  the  basis  of  curri 
production  levels.   Both  of  these  items  apj 

section  305.5(a)  of  the  SCS  •  ange  Handbooks. 

According  to  Harland  Dietz,  retired  SCS  National  Range 
Conservationist,  Section  305.5(a)  was  intended  only  for  the 
unusual  situation  on  site  specific  locations.   Percent 
composition  alone  is  probably  adequate  for  determining  range 
condition  9  out  of  10  times.  -  be 

LI  not  provide  enough  accuracy  for 
tl  ^ns  unless  production  is  con 
site  will  not  change  species  composition  very  much,  but 
production  will  be  drastically  reduced  and  ground  cover  will  b<? 
reduced. 

For  example,  a  Saline  Upland  site  in  the  7-9  inch  Green  River 
Basin  will  produce  about  450  pounds  of  tote 

rage  year  if  the  9i         -xcellent  condition.   In  one 
place  the  same  site  only  produced  125  pounds  bu1        LI  in 
high  good  condition  according  to  species  composition  alone, 
happened  because  we  increased  the  amount  of  bare  ground  instead 
of  having  other  species  invade  the  site  and  fill  in  the  voids. 

9  particular  case  we  dropped  it  one  condition  class  from 
good  to  fair. 

Also,  please  note  that  the  estimates  of  Total  Annual  Production 
shown  in  our  range  sites  are  for  excellent  condition. 
not  expect  that  much  production  in  good,  fair  or  poor  cond  : 
If  this  draft  EIS  is  implemented  as  written,  we  would  suggest 
these  things  be  kept  in  nind  during  your  3-5  year  monitoring 
program. 


2.   Pages  321-322,  Table  1-2 ;   We  were  surprised  to  see  the  large 
acreage  of  "unsuitable"  category.   The  footnote  includes  "...such 
as  rock  outcrop....".   SCS  range  sites  (and  soil  mapping  un 
can  have  inclusions  of  other  sites.   For  example,  the  Very 
Shallow  site  in  the  10-14"  Foothills  &  Ba 
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deep  pockets,  as  well  as  no-soil  areas  are  Included.   If  the  rock 
outcrop  is  separated  out  from  being  an  inclusion  in  this  site, 
the  other  Inclusions  of  deep  sites  must  also  be  separated  out. 
We  would  urge  caution  in  this  type  of  separation.   Otherwise, 
interpretations  such  as  soil  cover  complex  numbers  for  hydrologic 
studies  and  initial  stocking  rates  will  be  weic 


3.   Page  322,  Table  15-2,  Footnote  4;   Procedures  for  thin 

.on  are  included  in  the  BLM  and  SCS  National  Range 
Handbooks.   We  suggest  you  initiate  action  according  to  Section 

Again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  review  your  draft  EIS. 


ckson 

III  i  8 1 

cc:  L.  C.  Young,  SCS  State  Resource  Conserva! 


Responses  to  Letter  7 

1.  The  Cody  Resource  Area  conducted  an  ecological  site  inventory  in 
1984  through  1986.  The  inventory  covered  approximately  814,000 
acres,  or  75%  of  the  total  planning  area.  During  this  time  p.500  dif- 
ferent range  sites  were  visited  to  determine  ecological  condition 
classes  that  would  be  projected  into  a  suggested  stocking  level  for 
the  preferred  alternative. 

The  results  of  the  samples  collected  indicated  that  the  suggested 
production  levels  of  the  potential  communities  did  not  match  the  pro- 
duction capabilities  associated  with  the  Bighorn  Basin.  For  example, 
the  average  production  of  the  saline  uplands  in  good  and  fair  con- 
dition was  1 18  pounds  per  acre  and  98  pounds  per  acre,  respectively. 
Most  of  the  sites  were  producing  only  50  to  65  pounds  per  acre.  This 
represents  only  14%  of  the  potential  production  for  the  site,  but  it 
still  indicates  a  good  condition  on  the  basis  of  species  diversity. 
Since  the  suggested  stocking  levels  are  based  on  the  potential  for 
these  sites  to  produce  350  pounds  per  acre,  the  corresponding 
stocking  levels  for  the  condition  classes  of  this  range  site  and  many 
others  resulted  in  unfeasible  proposals. 

2.  We  believe  production  will  change  only  slightly  as  condition  class 
changes.  There  will  be  a  "shift"  from  one  species  to  another,  but  pro- 
duction would  remain  rather  constant,  at  least  within  the  range  we 
allowed  before  adjusting  the  condition  class.  However,  during  the 
monitoring  phase,  additional  data  will  be  collected  to  justify  the 
stocking  levels,  which  will  be  based  on  such  additional  factors  as 
suitability,  availability,  average  production,  and  management  objec- 
tives. 

3.  As  is  explained  in  footnote  2  to  table  G-2  in  the  draft  document,  the 
column  headed  "Unsuitable"  lists  areas  that  are  unsuitable  for  live- 
stock grazing  such  as  rock  outcrop,  woodlands,  and  disturbed  areas 
(for  example,  mines),  geological  condition  class  and  suggested 
stocking  rates  for  these  areas  are  not  identified  in  the  technical  range 
siteguidesoftheSoil  Conservation  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture (SCS).  A  revised  table  G-2  appears  in  the  revised  appendix 
G  for  this  final  document,  and  that  heading  has  been  changed  from 
"Unsuitable"  to  "Unconditioned"  because  the  term  unsuitable  may 
incorrectly  imply  a  subjective  appraisal  of  the  value  of  the  land  for 
livestock  grazing  or  other  purposes. 

A  large  amount  of  the  inventoried  area  is  classed  as  unsuitable  (un- 
conditioned) because  a  large  portion  of  the  planning  area  is  com- 
posed of  the  "badlands"  soil  unit  (number  102).  Our  inventory  also 
focused  on  "I"  category  allotments,  in  which  rock  outcrops  tend  to 
occur  more  frequently  than  elsewhere  in  the  planning  area.  Rock  out- 
crop and  bare  parent  material  were  mapped  by  site-specific  exam- 
ination. 

Whenever  a  site  writeup  area  contained  a  significant  number  of  rock 
outcrops  or  deep  sites  as  inclusions  in  the  major  range  site  descrip- 
tion, they  were  described  separately,  their  condition  was  rated  sep- 
arately, and  a  percentage  of  the  site  writeup  area  was  assigned  to 
them.  For  example,  an  area  was  mapped  and  assigned  soil  unit  102 
(badland).  If  the  site  writeup  area  contained  deep  sites  but  more  than 
10%  of  it  was  rock  outcrops,  a  breakdown  of  range  sites  could  have 
been  loamy  5-9, 15%;  shale  5-9,  20%;  and  rock  outcrop,  65%.  In  other 
words,  our  procedure  followed  the  suggestion  in  your  comment  that 
if  rock  outcrops  are  separated  from  the  major  range  site,  then  inclu- 
sions of  deep  sites  also  should  be  separated.  This  type  of  "splitting" 
of  a  site  writeup  area  into  its  component  range  sites  was  standard 
in  the  Cody  ecological  site  inventory. 

4.  Footnote  4  has  been  deleted  from  table  G-2,  which  has  been  revised 
for  this  final  document.  For  allotment  2504,  we  have  modified  table 
G-2  by  determining  ecological  condition  based  on  the  SCS  range 
site  guidelines  for  plant  communities  in  precipitation  zones  of  more 
than  20  inches  annually.  However,  as  we  said  on  page  314  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS,  baseline  data  collected  during  the  ecological  site 
inventory  indicated  need  for  further  analysis  of  the  suggested  pro- 
duction capabilities  and  species  composition  of  the  range  site  in  our 
planning  area.  These  two  factors  are  extremely  important  in  the  de- 
velopment of  proposed  stocking  levels  according  to  the  "Supple- 
mental Planning  Guidance  for  Renewable  Resources"  in  sections 
1620  through  1622  of  the  BLM  Manual  For  this  reason,  we  intend 
to  initiate  actions  according  to  section  302.10  before  we  establish 
management  objectives  for  future  range  condition 
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rflLLARD  J    SMITH    M  0 
Road2AB  -  Boi483 
Cody,  Wyoming  67414 


t    hava    riviawtd    tha    RMP/EIS    and    faal    that    your    Altarnativa    Plan      0      ll 
an   accaptabla  ona. 

I   would    lika    to   propoaa    two    •ufaaatinn* 

1.  That,   cartain   araaa   ba   aat   aalda   for   tha  axctuaiva   mi   by   tha 
handicappad    for  hunting   and    fiahinn. 

2.  That  landownara  ba  raquirad  to  allow  paaaaga  through  daaded 
land  in  ordar  to  raach  govarnmant  lande.  Soma  protaction  of  tha  lanrtownar 
proparty  againat  damaga  ia  nacaaaary.  Aa  a  fonaar  Sac.  3  and  Sac.  M  BLM 
tivaatock  uaar  public  damaga  waa  navar  graat  but  it  did  occur.  Landowner 
righta  and  protact  night  ba  accomplished  through  cooparation  with  tha  «yo. 
Cam*    &    Ft  ah. 

Thank  you, 

/a/      M.    J.    Smith,    HD 


Responses  to  Letter  8 

1  It  has  been  found  to  not  be  practicable  to  set  aside  hunting  and 
fishing  areas  for  handicapped  Most  handicapped  persons  want  to 
fish  and  hunt  with  family  members  or  friends  who  may  not  be  handi- 
capped, so  problems  arise  if  persons  who  are  not  handicapped  are 
not  allowed  in  areas  with  facilities  for  handicapped  can  use  We 
believe  some  hunting  and  fishing  areas  should  be  accessible  for  the 
handicapped,  but  others  must  also  be  allowed  to  use  them  for  the 
reasons  mentioned. 

2  The  BLM's  only  legal  authority  to  require  public  access  across  private 
lands  would  be  to  condemn  rights-of-way  across  them.  Condemna- 
tion would  be  pursued  only  in  rare  circumstances  in  response  to 
unique  public  needs.  The  Cody  Resource  Area  has  no  foreseeable 
needs  or  plans  for  condemnation  of  rights-of-way  on  private  lands. 
We  will  continue  our  program  for  easement  acquisitions  to  provide 
access  where  possible,  and  we  will  continue  to  cooperate  with  the 
WGFD  and  private  landowners  to  obtain  public  access  across  private 
lands  in  strategic  locations. 
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Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  518 
Cody,  WY   824 14 

Re:  Cody  RMP/EIS 

Dear  Bob: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Cody  R.A.  Draft 
RMP/EIS.   As  you  may  know  from  previous  contact,  The  Nature 
Conservancy  is  a  non-profit  organization  interested  in  preserving 
biological  diversity  worldwide. 

The  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  EIS  of  the  Cody  RA 
includes  some  commendable  steps  towards  Sensitive  plant  species 
management  and  protection.   Plant  species  for  special 
consideration  are  recognized  as  part  of  the  Affected  Environment, 
and  the  list  of  species  is  up-to-date.   We  strongly  support  the 
ACEC  recommendation  for  the  Five  Springs  Falls  site,  which 
includes  four  of  these  species  of  concern.   The  following  is  a 
section-by-section  discussion  of  plant  community  and  Sensitive 
plant  species  coverage  in  the  RMP. 


Affected  Environment:   Vegetatio 


Vegetation  Types  (p.iB5) 


We  are  glad  to  see  the  discussion  of  riparian  vegetation  in  the 
DEIS,  since  riparian  plant  communities  are  relatively  rich  in 
overall  biological  diversity.   As  Table  12  points  out,  the 
riparian  vegetation  in  the  Cody  RA  has  been  badly  damaged  and 
steps  should  be  taken  to  restore  as  much  riparian  area  as 
possible  to  its  original  condition.   Table  12  also  shows  that 
little  of  the  riparian  vegetation  has  been  inventoried  for 
ecological  condition,  and  we  urge  the  BLM  to  devote  the  maximum 
possible  time  and  money  to  completing  inventory  on  this  important 
vegetation  type. 


Responses  to  Letter  9 

1.  Where  "less  than  1"  percent  is  shown  on  table  12  (page  191  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS)  for  the  riparian/wetland  plant  community,  this  means 
that  less  than  1%  of  the  planning  area  that  has  been  inventoried  is 
occupied  by  this  plant  community.  In  fact,  riparian/wetland  areas 
have  been  inventoried  in  75%  of  the  public  lands  in  the  planning  area. 
Much  of  the  riparian  type  in  the  planning  area  is  under  private  owner- 
ship and  therefore  was  not  included  in  the  public  land  statistics  dis- 
played in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  rest  of  the  public  lands  in  the  plan- 
ning area  will  be  inventoried  as  soon  as  possible. 

2.  Appendix  J  in  this  document  contains  language  about  the  need  for 
management  of  rare  and  sensitive  plant  species.  Further  detail  of  the 
type  you  suggest  will  be  developed  in  site-specific  management 
plans. 

We  agree  with  the  need  for  rare  plant  surveys  and  population  mon- 
itoring in  the  planning  area.  A  grant  proposal  to  study  rare  plants 
in  the  Shoshone  Canyon  and  Rattlesnake  Mountain  Palisades  area 
is  being  analyzed  for  BLM  funding.  Livestock  monitoring  activities 
in  the  Carter  Mountain  proposed  ACEC  also  will  include  rare  and 
sensitive  plant  studies.  Other  options  available  to  accomplish  man- 
agement needs  could  include  monitoring  and  surveys  conducted  by 
interested  volunteers  or  by  organizations  and  agencies  under  a  coop- 
erative management  agreement.  These  strategies  will  be  incorpo- 
rated into  site-specific  activity  plans  when  the  approved  plan  is  being 
implemented. 

3.  The  proposed  plan  includes  specific  objectives  and  management  ac- 
tions to  provide  for  the  protection  of  rare  plant  species  in  the  Five 
Springs  Falls  and  Carter  Mountain  proposed  ACECs. 

No  specific  management  actions  relative  to  other  rare  or  sensitive 
plant  species  in  the  Shoshone  Canyon  or  Rattlesnake  Mountain  Pal- 
isades have  been  proposed.  To  date,  we  have  not  identified  any 
potential  for  these  plant  populations  to  be  affected.  If  future  activities 
of  any  kind  would  have  the  potential  to  affect  these  populations,  the 
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Affected  Environment:   vegetation:   Plant  Species  for  Spaclal 
Conaidaration  (P. 193) 

No  additional  apaclaa  ara  recomaendad  for  the  liat.   However,  a 
brief  diacuaaion  of  the  biology  and  management  neede  for  theee 
epeciea  would  be  helpful  for  Juetifying  management  actiona: 

Moat  of  the  apaciaa  of  concern  ara  narrow  endemice:   planta 
reetrlcted  to  a  limited  range  worldwide.   Some  ara  common  where 
they  occur  and  have  no  apparent  threata,  but  ara  conaidered 
aanaltive  bacauaa  of  their  very  limited  range.   Such  epeciee 
would  be  vulnerable  to  elgniflcant  advaree  impact  ahould  land 
uae  practicae  change,  or  unforeeen  threata  arlae. 

There  ara  major  gapa  in  the  knowledge  of  aanaltive  plant 
apeclea  in  the  planning  area.   Diatrlbution  data  are  incomplete 
for  many.   No  population  data  (numbare  and  trende)  are 
available. 

Management  needa  include: 

1)  Sensitive  plant  epeciea  surveys  to  document  distribution 
and  population  aires; 

2)  simple,  lnexpenaive  monitoring  programs  to  ensure  that 
adverse  Impacts  are  avoided  and  unforeseen  threats 
recognized  (e.g.  Lesica,  p.  1987.   A  technique  for 
monitoring  nonrhizomatous,  perennial  plant  species  in 
permanent  belt  transects.   Natural  Areas  Journal  7:65- 
68)  ; 

3)  appropriate  management  prescriptions  and  designations  to 
address  management  needs  identified  in  1)  and  2) . 

Comparatiave  Summary  of  Alternatives  (Table  2) 

We  atrongly  support  the  BLM  in  its  plan  to  better  manage 
livestock  uae  of  riparian  vegetation.   The  statistics  given  in 
the  "Affected  environment"  portion  of  the  DEIS  make  clear  the 
need  to  protect  riparian  vegetation  from  abuse,  and  we  applaud 
the  Bureau  for  recognizing  this  necessity.   We  also  support  the 
provision  included  in  all  alternatives  for  preventing  the 
disturbance  of  the  land  surface  within  500  feet  of  riparian  areas 
and  repairing  damage  when  the  land  surface  must  be  disturbed. 

3—   In  addition,  sensitive  plant  species  management  objectives  and 
■  actions,  as  outlined  above,  should  be  added  under  the  appropriate 


Resource  Program  (Wildlife?) 


BLM  would  analyze  the  impacts  and  prescribe  objectives  and  man- 
agement actions  to  protect  the  rare  plants. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  4. 

Thank  you  for  your  offer  of  assistance.  We  will  contact  The  Nature 
Conservancy  when  we  plan  interpretive  signs  and  exhibits  pertaining 
to  rare  plants. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  3  and  the  response 
to  comment  3  of  letter  4. 

6.  The  Five  Springs  Falls  proposed  ACEC  has  not  been  actively  grazed 
recently  and  would  not  be  grazed  in  the  future.  Protective  fencing 
and  topography  exclude  livestock  from  the  proposed  ACEC 

The  Carter  Mountain  proposed  ACEC  is  open  to  grazing  by  livestock, 
but  the  area  is  not  being  grazed  at  present.  If  grazing  should  begin 
there  again,  the  BLM  would  monitor  and  adjust  this  use  as  needed 
to  protect  the  rare  plants  and  alpine  tundra. 

7.  The  management  actions  on  page  1 15  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  indicate 
that  interpretive  signs  would  not  be  installed  in  the  Carter  Mountain 
proposed  ACEC  under  the  preferred  alternative.  We  have  reconsi- 
dered this  and  have  modified  the  proposed  plan  to  be  the  same  as 
Alternative  C;  that  is,  interpretive  signs  would  be  installed.  Please 
see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  this  letter. 
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Management  Actions  in  Proposed  ACECs  (Table  4) 

We  support  designation  of  the  proposed  Five  Springs  Falls  ACEC. 
The  160-acre  ACEC  should  be  closed  to  oil/gas  exploration  and 
development  (Alternative  C) .   The  entire  640-acre  area  should  be 
closed  to  surface-disturbing  activities,  as  recomniended  under 
Alternative  A,  at  least  until  Crucial  Habitat  of  the  species  of 
concern  is  determined  and  mapped.   We  support  the  installation  of 
interpretive  signs  to  explain  the  importance  of  protecting  rare 
plant  habitat  and  would  provide  information  for  the  exhibits  if 
needed. 

Designation  of  the  Carter  Mountain  ACEC  is  a  good  step,  and  we 
urge  the  BLM  to  carry  through  with  designation.   It's  unclear, 
though,  whether  prohibiting  surface-disturbing  activities  only  on 
slopes  steeper  than  seven  percent  will  adequately  protect  this 
unusual  alpine  vegetation.   Slopes  gentler  than  seven  percent  are 
less  susceptible  to  soil  erosion,  but  reclaiming  alpine 
vegetation  is  difficult  in  any  case.   We  suggest  that  activities 
which  destroy  vegetation  be  excluded  from  the  ACEC  altogether; 
the  RMP  should  allow  oil  and  gas  development  only  with  "no 
surface  occupancy"  stipulations  and  should  prohibit  development 
of  other  minerals  resources. 


The  BLM  proposes  to  continue  livestock  grazing  on  these  ACECs. 
tipulate  Intensive  monitoring  of  the  condition  of 
ation  and  special  plant  species  and  grazing 
Listed  (even  to  the  point  of  elimination)  if 
ary  to  assure  their  well-being. 


I  The  BLM  proposes 
The  RMP  should  sti 
the  alpine  vegetat 
should  be  adjusted 
necessary  to  assur 


Development  of  recreational  sites  on  the  Carter  Mountain  ACEC 
Is  unnecessary,  but  some  Interpretive  signs  explaining  the 
unusual  absence  of  forest  below  this  alpine  vegetation  would  be  a 
good  effort  at  public  education.   (See  Collins,  E.C.  (ed.j. 
198  5.   Wyoming  natural  area  needs  workshop  proceedings.   The 
Nature  Conservancy,  Arlington,  Virginia.  Table  1,  p.  35.). 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Regards, 


^£Sr^V«M 


BH/Sb 

cc:  George  Jones 

Hollis  Marriott 
Curt  Soper 
Ben  Brown 


Bernle  Hall 

Montana/Wyoming  Land  Steward 
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Cody  Resource  Area 


■       a    lint    of 
comments    '  I  -motlvea  : 

■ 

B  Alternatives   C   and    r  should    one!   must    read    "Sane    as   Alternative   A.1 

IB"    In    Table    2    of 
Chapt--:       .  "    rule    she  I  ,  all 

four  A)  ternp-tives.      I  would   further  recommend    that    "no  surface 
occupancy"   apply   to  the 

considered, 
in  all    Alternative    ,  -  and  Parturition  R 

restrict  Iot:  turning 

activities   and    la!  life 

hopter  ?). 

inder   "/ccess"   the  plan   refers  to 
untain"    —   I    find    no   Cedar   fountain   on   any  nap,    and 
think    the    reader  should   he    ;'iven    an   indication   of    that   location. 


S)      Under   "Off-Road   Vehicle    Sianagement"   in   Table   2   of 
Chapter   2,    the   designation    "limited   to   existing    roads   and   trails" 
should   not   be   used    in   any   Alternative.      Whenever  anyone   drives 
where    they  will,    a  new    "existing   trail"    is    created.      Such    a 
de3irnation  will  have  the   same  effect   as   "no  action" 
unlimited  off-road   use  v:ill   run  raripant.      Please  take   the   lead 
in  ORV  management   by  des  e   entire  pTanning  area 

"limited   to   designated    roads    and    trails"   except   for  certain 

.     ;nd   except   for  certain  areas  closed  to  motor  vehicles. 

Also   designate   the   entire   planning   area   as    land 
subject   to  seasonal   ORV  closures. 

Please    rcconnend    that   more    areas   suitable    for 
nonmotorized    recreation   be   closed    to  vehicular  use.       I   see   no 
plans    in   the   RI'J1   Alternatives    for    "walk-in   areas"    and   hope   that 
the   final    plan  will    at    least    allow   for   the   consideration   of 
many  areas  suitable   for  nonnotori2ed   recreation   to  become    "walk 
in   areas." 
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6)  The  West  must  be  designated  as 
such  and  its  subsequent  activity  plan  mus~t  at  least  prepare 
the  ground  work  for  road  closures  and   "walk-in  areas". 

7)  I    applaud   and   support   the   designation   of   all 
proposed   ACFC's,    and    especially   encourane    the   plan   for   Sheep 
Mountain  ACEC  to    include    an    infornational   and    educational 
"turn  out"  off  1'i  lOease  coordinate  the  following 
with   the   u  S.    Forest   Service:      '.Tiereas   the   USFS  will   be   -edoin? 
thVTTnfSrVSti^n^l    signs    at    Shell     Falls    this    coi.,in.      summer 
nlease    ash    them   to   refer   to    Sheep    fountain   at    appropriate   places 
in    their   literature.  .    If    and   when    the    cu:   prepares 
literature    about    the    -eolc-ic    raster  ountain   and 
displays    sue-  •    J^ 
that    literature    refer   to    the    -coio,-y   visinle    at    Shell    Falls. 
The  coordination  of   this  kind  of  educational    information  on 

our  public    lands    is    sol  .       ut    it    can      fin   now 

with    this    I 

In   summary,    I    find    Alternative   D   to   be   only   suitable   when 
a  touRher  position   Is   taken  on  use  of  motor  vehicles   across 
the   entire    plannin-    arc-    .  «.d    the    idea   and   cessation 

"  the   other  propose 

awareness  of  the  fragile 
resources,    and   the 
esneclall'   in  nnc!   nonmotorized    recreation 

resources    '  '     '      ?l?r  rolde 

to  motor  vchicul.  .specially   uncontrolled    °"-™f<> 

use     the  nanv  va:  rccs  of  the  iest   sl0^e  of   the 

orns    arc   deien^ratinp.      I   hope    the  final    RI3>   will    Include 
thekind   of   seasonal    closure:  .  .  limited 

to   designated    roads    and   trail 
to  reverse  that  unfortunate   fact. 

Thanks   very-   mud-    for   the   opportunity   to   comment    on  the 
draft 
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1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  3 

2.  We  did  not  specify  the  same  NSO  restriction  for  all  the  alternatives 
because  NEPA  requires  that  "a  range  of  alternatives"  must  be  ana- 
lyzed in  an  EIS.  One  alternative  in  this  "range"  is  Alternative  A,  con- 
tinuation of  present  management  Since  we  do  not  require  NSO  on 
the  Bighorn  River  tracts  at  present,  it  would  be  incorrect  to  include 
such  a  restriction  in  our  Alternative  A 

The  WGFD  has  designated  crucial  winter  ranges  in  parts  of  the  West 
Slope  SRMA.  That  agency  has  not  designated  any  of  the  proposed 
SRMA  lands  as  parturition  range,  although  adjacent  lands  managed 
by  the  Forest  Service  have  been  so  designated.  Under  the  proposed 
plan,  seasonal  restrictions  would  be  placed  on  surface-disturbing 
activities  in  all  areas  designated  crucial  winter  ranges  throughout 
the  planning  area.  This  includes  the  crucial  winter  ranges  in  the  pro- 
posed SRMA. 

3.  The  mountain  referred  to  as  Cedar  Mountain  is  also  known  as  Spirit 
Mountain.  It  lies  immediately  west  of  Cody  and  south  of  the  Sho- 
shone River.  It  is  not  identified  by  either  name  on  any  of  the  maps 
in  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  but  its  general  location  is  in  the  area  of  Buffalo 
Bill  State  Park,  which  can  be  seen  on  the  large  folded  maps  in  the 
back  of  the  document. 

4.  We  have  not  experienced  problems  due  to  ORV  use  in  most  of  the 
planning  area.  An  important  aspect  of  our  scoping  process  before 
this  plan  was  developed,  was  to  determine  areas  of  problems  and 
conflicts  on  the  public  lands.  As  a  result  of  information  obtained  dur- 
ing scoping,  we  identified  certain  areas  where  there  are  now  ORV 
conflicts  and  areas  where  conflicts  are  likely  to  occur  in  the  future. 
These  are  the  areas  where  we  propose  to  limit  ORV  use  to  designated 
roads  and  trails  (see  pages  40  and  41  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  a  list 
of  these  areas).  In  the  areas  without  identified  problems  or  conflicts, 
the  proposal  is  to  limit  ORV  use  to  existing  roads  and  trails  We  will 
continue  to  monitor  ORV  use  in  these  areas,  and  if  problems  with 
this  use  arise,  we  can  change  the  designation  to  a  more  stringent 
one. 

The  proposed  plan  indicates  that  threatened  or  endangered  species 
habitat  would  be  subject  to  seasonal  restrictions  on  ORV  use.  Addi- 
tional seasonal  restrictions  could  be  applied  as  appropriate  through 
site-specific  activity  plans  that  will  be  developed  during  implemen- 
tation of  the  RMP.  Also  please  see  general  response  1. 

5.  In  areas  where  ORV  use  is  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails,  ORVs 
will  not  be  permitted  on  some  roads.  This  may  create  opportunities 
for  "walk-in"  areas.  At  this  stage  cf  planning  we  cannot  identify  spe- 
cifically which  roads  will  be  closed  to  ORVs.  When  detailed  ORV  ac- 
tivity plans  are  developed,  specific  "walk-in"  areas  can  be  consid- 
ered, including  some  in  the  West  Slope  SRMA.  The  development  of 
activity  plans  will  include  opportunities  for  public  involvement.  Also 
please  see  general  response  1. 

6.  Thank  you  for  the  comment.  We  will  keep  the  coordination  you  sug- 
gest in  mind  as  we  develop  interpretive  signs  and  literature. 
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303  North   River 

Hot    St: 

1988 

Mr.    Bob   I 

Bureau  -   nent 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.O.   Box  518 

Cody,  Wyoming  82l*lU 

Ref:Cody  Resource  Management   Plan 

.    Ross: 

'ou  for  the  opportunity  to  re<  t  Resource  Management  Plan 

for  the  Cody  District.   I  was  very  pleased  to  see  that  cave  resources  were 
.  part  of  the  plan.   I  comnend  the  district's  efforts 
ie  the  cave  resources  of  the  area  in  the  plan.  resource 

is  often  overlooked,  or  not  included  in  land  resource  management  plans. 
The  Cody  District  has  several  very  important  cav 
speleonists  to  have  world  class  significance. 


There  are  several  comments  I  would  like  to  make. 


inp  the  RHP: 


!".  Considerations:   Proposal  for 
designating  certain  caving  areas  for  SRMAs  is  a  gooJ 
caves  as  well  an  the  overly 

he  environment  of  the  cave  is  directly  related  w 
surface  activities  around  it.  This  is  especially  true 
is  a  direct  protind  water  intake  such  as  the  Spanish  Point  Area  in  the 
Worland  District. 

I  would  recommend  that  the  protection  of  surface  and  proundwater  resources 
be  listed  an  one  of  the  major  factors  in  the  decision  proceesi 
selecting  olterna'  MP.  Caves  art  with 

groundwater  recharpe  areas.   Surface  waters  entering  caves  n. 
ect  the  environmental  balance  of  de  i 

feet  groundwater  quality  of  the  area 
the  caves  known  in  the  Little  Mountain  and  Sheer 

n  t,hese  caves  are  not  actively 
-iter  recaharge  areas.   However,  a  lnr<.-e  extent  ol 
Limestone  and  loraite  does  directly  bear  on  this  proulc-n. 

of  vhi;  ime  parent  rock  for  cavi 
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A  correction  has  been  entered  in  the  "Additions  and  Corrections  for 
Chapter  1"  to  indicate  that  planning  criteria  include  protection  of 
surface  water  and  groundwater  resources.  The  protection  of  ground- 
water recharge  areas  is  included  in  the  preferred  alternative  on  page 
45  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  proposed  RMP  has  been  modified  to  include  protection  of  other 
important  caves  with  NSO  and  "no  surface  disturbance"  restrictions. 
Protection  would  be  applied  to  other  important  caves  and  cave  pas- 
sages on  Little  Mountain,  Sheep  Mountain  and  Little  Sheep  Moun- 
tain, including  Spence  and  Upper  and  Lower  Kane  Caves. 

According  to  the  final  Bighorn  Cavern  Management  Plan  (USD I,  N PS 
and  Crow  Tribe,  n.d.),  a  cave  management  advisory  group  will  be 
established  to  oversee  cave  management  in  the  Bighorn  Cavern- 
Horse  Thief  Cave  area.  Participation  in  the  advisory  group  will 
include  representatives  from  the  Crow  Tribe,  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  the  BLM,  local  grottos,  the  National  Speleological  Society, 
and  the  National  Park  Service.  This  group  will  be  able  to  address 
the  issue  of  multiple  jurisdictions  and  help  to  develop  any  cooper- 
ative agreements  that  may  be  appropriate. 

Appendix  J  in  this  final  document  contains  supplemental  information 
on  all  areas  that  were  considered  for  ACEC  designation,  including 
the  cave  resources  of  Sheep  Mountain.  Also  please  see  the  response 
to  comment  2  of  this  letter. 

We  agree  with  your  comment.  We  have  modified  the  text  accordingly. 

As  we  stated  on  pages  284  and  285  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  the  list  of 
agencies  and  organizations  consulted  is  representative,  not  inclu- 
sive. However,  we  have  added  the  National  Speleological  Society  to 
the  list  in  this  document.  We  will  continue  to  consult  with  your  orga- 
nization for  future  activities  related  to  the  Cody  RMP. 
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2.  Page  9;   Table  2;    Comparative  Summary  of  Alternatives: 

>ns  for  surface  activities 
over.  Hi  ,  Horsethief  and  Spirit  Mountain  caves.   However, 

ibout  the  other  caves  in  the  district?  Sheep  Mountain  Caves  for 
instance. 


. 


Fire  Management:   Cood. 


"  Management  Actions:   The 
excellent  Job  in  managing  the  caves 
on  Little  Mountain.   I  am  happy  to  see  that  the  SRMA  would  continue 

>m.   Although  this  crosses  Jurisdictional  boundaries, 

.'■!'  Cave. 
.  ime  cave  system  and  should'  be  protected  and  managed 
under  a  single  cave  resource  management  plan, 

,  Management,  Actions  in  proposed  ACECs: 

iblishment  of  the  Little  Mountain  Area 
as  a  ACEC.        this  should  be  expanded  to  include  Big  Horn  Cave 
under  a  coopers  with  the  NPS  and  Crow  Indian  Reservation. 

.  ■ 

■ 

r.^erned  that  the  cave  resources 
plan. 

rtont  cave 
. 
■ 

i  rope  work  m*J 

■ 

- 
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Byron  Wy  82412 


Mr.  Bob  Roil,  team  Leader  B.L.M. 

Dear  Sir: 

Th«  R.M.P.  for  the  Cody  district  should  be  Alternative  Plan  A.  except 
The  Whietle  Creek,  The  Coon  Creek  and  Che  Sand  draw  Arm,  Aa  theae  area'a 
ware  Abuaad  by  overgrazing  bafor  the  Taylor  grating  act  vaa  made  into  law. 


two  made  by  the  abuae  of  ihii  landa,  5 
t  back  and  a  lone,  time  doing  it  with  no 


There  wee  a  millionaire 
Va  Mill  pav  very  dear  to  bring 
noiature  then  thia  area  gate. 

We  could  do  with  out  the  wild  horaea,  Aa  theae  needa  a  lot  of  heavy 
Terracea  with  water  waya  &  reeervoira  aome  how  what  noiature  cornea  In  the 
Untitle  Creek  Area  haa  to  be  kept  up  there  to  try  and  atop  the  Soil  eroaion, 
and  try  to  get  aome  thing  to  grow  and  make  a  man  of  roota 

In  nther  ptacea  where  they  get  ample  moiature  the  brome  great  ia  good 
foi  a  heavy  root  at  and,  hut  here  it  may  have. to  be  eagc  brueh 

In  the  Coon  Creek  and  Sand  drew  area  theae  need  terracea  and  reaervoir 
hut  thia  area  ia  not  hurting  aa  bad  aa  the  Vhietle  Creek  area 


It!     Archie  L  Zachariaa 

P.  0.  Box  264  Byron  Wy 
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1 .  With  the  passage  of  the  Wild  and  Free  Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act 
of  1971  (Public  Law  92-195),  Congress  mandated  that  the  BLM  must 
establish  wild  horse  management  areas  and  manage  the  horses  to 
maintain  viable  healthy  populations  for  public  enioyment  Wild 
horses  inhabited  the  McCullough  Peaks  herd  area  before  the  act  was 
passed.  Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  BLM  would  continue  to  main- 
tain the  horse  population  in  this  area  at  about  100  animals. 

2.  We  appreciate  your  concern  for  the  Whistle  Creek,  Coon  Creek,  and 
Sand  Draw  drainages.  Through  developing  and  implementing 
detailed  activity  plans,  we  hope  to  improve  these  areas  as  much  as 
possible.  (Activity  planning  is  described  in  general  response  1.) 
Some  work  already  has  been  initiated  on  two  grazing  allotments  in 
these  general  areas.  These  are  high  priority  "I"  (improve)  category 
allotments  slated  for  intensive  management.  The  BLM  is  working 
with  livestock  permittees  to  develop  AMPs;  to  establish  proper 
stocking  rates,  seasons  of  use,  and  class  of  livestock;  and  to  resolve 
resource  problems  and  conflicts,  including  soil  erosion.  Future  activ- 
ity planning  efforts  for  other  resource  management  actions  in  these 
areas  also  would  be  aimed  at  improving  their  condition. 
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Mr.  Hillary  A.  Oden 

State  Director 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Wyoming  State  Office 

P.O.  Box  1828 

Cheyenne ,  Wyoming   82003 

Dear  Mr.  Oden: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area  (Cody 
RMP/EIS).   We  are  pleased  to  offer  the  following  comments. 

Your  efforts  to  develop  a  range  of  alternatives  that 
combine  public  land  uses  and  resource  management  activities  are 
commendable.   It  is  obvious  a  lot  of  work  went  into  addressing 
the  planning  issues  and  in  the  preparation  of  the  document.   Our 
comments  consist  primarily  of  suggestions  to  improve  reader 
understanding. 

Table  2,  Alternatives.   Because  so  many  of  the  objectives 
and  proposed  management  actions  are  the  same  for  all  four 
alternatives,  it  would  be  helpful  to  have  a  section  that  first 
discusses  those  objectives  and  actions  common  to  all 
alternatives.   Then  It  could  present  the  components  of  the 
alternatives  that  make  each  one  different.   This  would  allow  a 
focus  on  the  true  distinguishing  features  of  each.   This  also 
applies  to  Tables  5  and  A,  which  compare  the  impacts  of  the 
alternat Ives. 

Maps  for  Alternatives.   Some  of  these  maps  could  be 
combined  to  eliminate  the  reader  having  to  go  back  and  forth 
between  them.   For  example,  maps  6  and  10  for  Alternative  D 
could  be  combined  into  one  which  shows  the  existing  right-of-way 
concentration  areas,  right-of-way  avoidance  areas,  proposed 
transmission  line  corridors  and  communication  site  windows,  and 
the  historic  trails  that  will  be  designated  for  avoidance.   Maps 
IA  and  15  could  be  combined  to  show  both  existing  and  proposed 
recreation  areas. 

Although  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  other 
special  areas  are  defined  in  the  Glossary,  It  would  be  helpful 
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1.  In  summary  tables  2,  4,  5,  and  6,  management  actions  common  to 
all  alternatives  and  impacts  common  to  all  alternatives  are  the  parts 
of  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  that  are  described  as  "Same  as  Alternative 
A."  It  should  be  understood  that  there  is  no  direct  correlation 
between  management  actions  common  to  all  alternatives  and 
impacts  common  to  all  alternatives  because  the  common  actions 
must  be  analyzed  along  with  the  uncommon  actions  of  each  alter- 
native, not  separately. 

2.  We  cannot  justify  the  expense  to  redraft  maps  from  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
unless  they  absolutely  must  be  modified  for  the  final  EIS.  Your  sug- 
gestion will  be  considered  for  future  efforts. 

3.  Appendix  J  in  thisfinal  document  contains  supplemental  information 
on  all  areas  that  were  considered  for  ACEC  designation,  as  well  as 
a  discussion  of  ACEC  criteria. 

4.  The  draft  RMP/EIS  glossary  contains  definitions  of  locatable,  leas- 
able, and  salable  minerals.  We  have  included  a  definition  for  com- 
munication site  window  in  the  Glossary  Supplement  in  this  document. 

5.  Please  see  the  definition  of  surface-disturbing  activity  in  the  Glossary 
Supplement  of  this  document  and  the  "Guidance"  sections  of  ap- 
pendix B,  Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Mitigation  Guidelines.  Please 
note  that  the  basis  for  an  NSO  restriction  is  not  simply  certain  types 
of  activities;  rather,  the  primary  basis  is  what  resources  or  resource 
values  would  be  affected  by  any  given  activity,  how  important  or  sen- 
sitive the  resource  value  is,  and  how  much  it  would  be  affected.  Thus, 
the  need  for  an  NSO  restriction  would  vary  with  these  factors  as  well 
as  with  geographic  location. 

6.  The  information  that  you  request  is  readily  available  from  various  pub- 
lished and  unpublished  sources.  Please  see  general  response  2. 

7.  Thank  you  for  the  information  concerning  the  responsibility  and  au- 
thority of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  under  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
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co  Include  a  discussion  of  criteria  for  such  classifications  and 
the  requirements  and  policies  for  management  of  these  areas. 

Definitions  should  be  provided  for  th*»  following  terms: 
communication  site  window,  locatahle  minerals,  leasable 
minerals,  and  saleable  minerals. 

We  suggest  listing  those  activities  that  are  considered 
".surf ace-disturbing, "  as  well  as  those  prohibited  by  a  No 
Surface  Occupancy  restriction. 

Affected  Environment,  Cultural  Resources,   We  suggest  there 
be  more  discussion  on  the  types  of  sites  known  or  expected  to 
exist  for  the  three  periods;  e.g.,  llrhic  scatter,  stone 
circles,  stone  alignments ,  dugouts ,  ranches ,  homesteads , 
preserved  trail  segments,  and  mine  I  I 

The  RMP  descr 

number  of  actlvLti 
wet  land /riparian  p 
projects .   T  t  does 
speak  to  specific 
Chapter  5 ,  Consult 
Engineers  as  a  req 
agency  responslbil 
desirable  for  the 
management  res  trie 
of  Land  Management 
Involve  the  dlscha 
the  United  States 
authorization  from 
Section  404  of  the 


ibes  restrictions  and/or  prohibit 
es.  It  also  plans  development,  c 
as Cures  and  construction  of  water 

not,  and  as  a  management  documen 
projects  or  construction  acttvitt 
ation  and  Coordination,  Lists  Ch 
uired  reviewer.  It  does  not  Indi 
itv,  authority  or  jurisdiction, 
document  to  Indicate  that,  in  add 
tlons  and  prohibit! on s  Imposed  by 
any  ground-disturbing  activitie 
rge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  i 
(Including  wetlands)  would  requir 

the  Corps  of  Engineers  pursuant 

Clean  Water  Act. 


ions  for  a 

i n  of 

resources 

t  should  not, 
es.   Although 

Corps  of 
*tte  any 
It  would  be 
iclon  to  the 

rhe  Bureau 
s  which 
nto  waters  of 


Documentation  of  compliance  with  other  pertinent 
environmental  legislation  should  be  presented.   The  results  of 
your  reviews  In  accordance  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act,  Protection  of.  Wetlands,  Clean  Water  Act,  and 
others  should  be  Integrated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Cody  RMP/EIS. 
If  you  have  any  questions  on  our  comments,  please  contact 
Mrs.  Candace  Thomas  at  402-221-313^. 

Sincerely , 


rvid  L.  Thomsen 
Chief,  Planning  Division 


As  a  general  rule,  RMP/EISs  do  not  contain  detailed  discussions 
about  the  responsibilities,  authority,  and  jurisdiction  of  other  agen- 
cies. It  is  assumed  that  all  applicable  laws  and  regulations  would  be 
complied  with  before  the  BLM  could  implement  any  proposed  RMP 
action  or  authorize  others  to  implement  actions  or  to  conduct  activ- 
ities on  BLM-administered  public  lands. 

Like  any  RMP/EIS,  this  RMP/EIS  contains  much  information  that  is 
based  on  consultation  between  the  BLM  and  other  agencies.  Such 
consultation  is  required  by  the  regulations  of  the  Council  on  Envi- 
ronmental Quality  (CEQ)  and  numerous  other  laws.  It  is  not  appro- 
priate for  all  the  specific  results  of  consultation  and  the  roles  of  other 
agencies  and  governmental  entities  to  be  described  or  for  all  relative 
laws  and  regulations  to  be  cited  in  the  RMP/EIS  This  type  of  detail 
is  more  appropriate  for  the  unpublished  management  situation  anal- 
ysis for  the  planning  effort,  which  is  available  at  the  Cody  Resource 
Area  office.  This  information  also  may  be  available  in  publications 
generally  available  at  libraries  or  from  appropriate  government  agen- 
cies. Also  please  see  general  responses  1  and  2. 


ALLEN  BROTHERS 

ess  Outfitting  &  Guiding 
P  0  Bon  243  -  307-332-2995  or  3066 
Lander,  Wyoming  82520 


GUIDED  PACK  TRIPS 
VOUTH  PACK  TP.IP 
PACKING  SCHOOL 
SPOT  PACK  TRIPS 

HUNTING  TRIPS 
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BOB  ROSS  -  TEAM  LEADER  MAY  2  1988 

BLM  CODY  RESOURCE  AREA 

P.  0.  518 

CODY,  WYO.  824U 

DEAR  BOB, 

I  RECENTLY  READ  THROUGH  THE  DRAFT  RMP  AND  THE  4  ALTERNATIVES  OF  TABLE  2 
CHAPTER  2.   I  COMMEND  YOU  4  YOUR  STAFF  FOR  THE  LONC  HOURS  AND  HARD  WORK  PUT 
INTO  THIS  COMPREHENSIVE  PLAN. 

I  WOULD  MERELY  LIKE  TO  COMMENT  ON  GENERAL  TERMS  RATHER  THAN  SITE 
SPECIFIC  PROPOSALS. 

A.  I  BELIEVE  OFF  ROAD  V.  USE  SHOULD  BE  LOOKED  AT  CLOSELY  AND  AN  ACTIVE 
CAMPAIGN  STARTED  TO  EDUCATE  O.R.V.  USERS  OF  THE  EFFECT  THEIR  VEHICLES  HAVE 
WHEN  DRIVEN  OFF  DESIGNATED  ROADS  &  TRAILS.   THE  TERM  EXISTING  ROADS  IS  TOO 
LOOSE,  AS  EACH  TIME  ONE  FOLLOWS  AN  EXISTINC  PATH  IT  BECOMES  A  ROAD.   IT  WOULD 
»E  APPROPRIATE  TO  HAVE  THE  FLEXIBILITY  AND  AUTHORITY  TO  CLOSE,  AT  LEAST 
SEASONALLY,  PARTICULARLY  SENSITIVE  AREAS. 

B.  ANY  OTHER  SURFACE  DISTURBING  ACTIVITIES  SHOULD  BE  CAREFULLY 
MONITORED,  ESPECIALLY  IN  CRITICAL  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  AREAS  AND  AREAS  OF  H1CH 
SCENIC,  CULTURAL  &  HISTORICAL  VALUES. 

THANK  YOU  --  /•/  Jim  Allen 
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1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  10. 

2.  Important  wildlife  habitat  and  areas  of  high  scenic,  cultural,  and  his- 
toric value  are  protected  through  use  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard 
mitigation  guidelines  for  surface-disturbing  activities  (see  appendix 
B).  Necessary  stipulations  and  other  conditions  of  land  use  are 
based  on  these  guidelines,  which  are  used  in  site-specific  environ- 
mental analyses.  The  stipulations  and  conditions  are  made  legally 
binding  parts  of  authorizations  for  surface-disturbing  activities.  BLM 
inspection  and  enforcement  specialists  and  surface  protection  spe- 
cialists are  required  to  inspect  surface-disturbing  activities  to  ensure 
that  all  conditions  of  use  are  complied  with. 
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Professional  Cultural  Resource  Management  Services 
P  O  Box  1315.  Worland.  Wyomlnj  ^fW3W«»ono  (307)  347  8848 
P  O  Box  6471.  Cheyenne.  Wyoming  82003  Telephone  (307)  632  2654 
088  HAT  1 7  AM  10  02  nay   ,6,  „88 
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ILH  CODY  n.A. 


Mr.  Bob  Ross, 

Team  Leader 

Cody  Resource  Area  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  SIB 

Cody,  WY  82414 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

We  recently  received  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area.  I  greatly 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document. 

Due  to  the  area  of  Interest  and  technical  expertise  of  my  firm,  I  will 
necessarily  limit  my  comments  and  concerns  to  that  of  cultural  resources. 
In  this  regard,  I  am  most  pleased  to  relay  to  you  that  I  believe  the 
treatment  of  cultural  resource  values  has  been  comprehensively  covered  by 
this  plan. 

It  Is  Indeed  a  rare  occurrence  when  I  can  review  a  document  of  this  nature 
and  not  find  at  least  some  degree  of  criticism  to  be  directed  at  the 
proposed  treatment  of  cultural  resources.  Perhaps  the  most  common  problem 
relates  to  an  attitude  of  Ignoring  the  extant  legislation  and  regulations 
which  dictate  the  treatment  of  these  remains  and  failure  to  Incorporate  the 
appropriate  level  of  consideration  Into  the  plan.  I  do  not  find  this  to  be 
the  case  with  the  Cody  RMP/DEIS. 

Rather,  the  exact  opposite  holds  true  for  this  document  as  a  review  and 
assessment  of  cultural  resource  values  Is  to  be  found  for  each  alternative, 
discussion  of  the  affected  environment,  environmental  consequences,  etc. 
Of  particular  note,  I  was  most  Impressed  with  the  attempt  to  establish  a 
context  for  consideration  of  cultural  resource  values  through  the 
presentation  of  a  prehistoric  and  historic  culture  history  and  overview  of 
the  affected  environment  (pages  161-167).  I  believe  such  Information  Is 
most  useful  to  the  reader  and  allows  for  a  greater  understanding  of  this 
management  aspect  of  the  resource  values  your  agency  Is  charged  with.  I 
have  rarely  found  a  similar  level  of  treatment  1n  other  RMP/DEIS  documents 
and  your  cultural  resource  staff  Is  to  be  commended  for  their  attention  and 
concern  to  this  matter. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  comments  and  I  look  forward  to  the 
opportunity  to  review  the  Final  Cody  RMP/EIS  when  It  becomes  available. 


llUJL 


vJa\ne*  M.  Uelch 

.Jnjlpal    Investigato 
Worland  Office 
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1.     Thank  you  for  your  comments 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BtiagCUP3f    RECLAMATION 
1   MTYlourf    Basin     Region 

l98aiAr,,L«.P«iltf;fi!6690,°o,-69oo 

-152  km  :oor  r.a. 


MAT 


17: 


Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Cody  Resou 
Attention:   Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 


Area,  Cody,  Wyoming 


From:      Regional  Environmental  Affairs  Officer,  Billings,  Montana 

Subject:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement /Resource  Management  Plan 
(DES/RMP)  for  Cody  Resource  Area,  Wyoming,  DES  88-15 


We  hav 


h  1  [ 


viewed  the 


■bje 


DES/RMT 


>f  f  e 


the  following 


itive  B.  in  Table  2,  on  page  30,  Comparative  Summary  of  Alternatl 
discusses  the  proposal  to  restore  79,000  acres  of  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
(Bureau)  withdrawn  lands.  Also,  Alternative  B,  on  page  31,  discusses  t 
sale  of  7,200  acres  of  Bureau  withdrawn  lands  and  the  opening  to  locata 
mineral  development  of  the  Newton  Lakes  area. 

Our  withdrawal  review  of  this  area  is  scheduled  for  fiscal  year  1988. 
is  premature  to  Include  acreage  figures  in  the  report  prior  to  our  revl 
of  the  area  and  until  we  have  determined  the  need  for  the  lands  and  sen 
Our  recommendations  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   The  Bureau  does 
want  the  Newton  Lakes  area  open  to  mineral  development. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  DES/RMP. 
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1.  This  EIS  is  an  analytical  summary  document,  not  a  decision  docu- 
ment. Withdrawal  terminations  (or  retentions)  on  BOR  withdrawn 
lands  would  occur  only  through  complete  operation  of  the  withdra- 
wal review  process.  The  acreages  in  the  alternatives  are  projections 
or  assumptions  appropriate  to  the  particular  alternative.  They  are 
used  for  purposes  of  comparative  impact  analysis. 

Our  purpose  in  discussing  restoration  of  BOR  lands  is  part  of  pro- 
viding an  adequate  and  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  to  analyze, 
as  required  by  NEPA.  This  analysis  is  also  part  of  the  withdrawal 
review  process,  and  it  will  help  the  BOR  and  the  BLM  in  future  site- 
specific  withdrawal  review  studies  and  environmental  analyses. 
Essentially,  the  preferred  alternative  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  says  that 
we  have  considered  possible  restorations  and  have  identified  antic- 
ipated and  possible  uses  of  the  lands  should  restoration  occur  The 
draft  further  says  that  it  appears  that  if  these  uses  took  place,  there 
would  be  no  significant  impacts. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody,  Wyoming  82614 

Dear  Sirs: 

These  comments  are  in  regard  to  theCody  Resource  Management 
Plan,  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

My  first  comments  deal  with  the  Map  u9 ,  en-  .-,'etland7 

Riparian  Habitat.   I  am  an  amateur  horseback  rider  and  spend 
my  spare  timein  the  Mccullough  Peaks,  especially  that 
areaimmediatelyeast  of  the  Shoshone  River  as  shown  on  the  map. 
I  believe  the  count  of  the  springs  in  that  area  to  be  two 
and  maybe  three  springs,  not  the  seven  shown  on  the  map. 
I  also  know  the  reservoir  count,  even  in  June,  to  be  about 
one-third  of  that  illustrated  on  the  map. 

Also  it  seems  to  me  that  allowing  surface  disturbing 

)0  feet  of  surface  water  and/or  riparian 
areas  is  taking  an  awful  chance  with  spills  and  leakages. 

Sincerely  , 


Lynne   Chadwick,    DVM 


Responses  to  Letter  17 

1.  The  purpose  of  map  49  is  to  show  the  general  locations  of  springs, 
reservoirs,  and  streams  that  BLM  is  proposing  for  intensive  wetland/ 
riparian  habitat  management.  Because  of  the  map  scale,  there  may 
appear  to  be  a  large  concentration  of  water  sources  in  the  area  that 
you  mentioned.  However,  the  12  reservoirs  and  5  springs  shown  near 
McCullough  Peaks  are  actually  scattered  over  an  area  of  about 
46,000  acres. 

More  detailed  maps  of  springs,  reservoirs,  and  streams  will  be  pre- 
pared for  in  conjunction  with  implementation  of  the  Cody  Wetlands 
HMP,  and  any  errors  in  map  49  will  be  corrected  in  the  course  of 
this  mapping.  These  more  detailed  maps  will  be  made  available  for 
public  review  as  they  are  developed. 

The  500-foot  surface  disturbance  restriction  near  water  is  one  of  the 
standard  mitigation  guidelines  described  in  appendix  B.  Although 
the  500-foot  setback  is  a  "standard,"  it  is  a  guideline,  not  a  rigid 
requirement.  It  was  developed  to  fit  most,  not  all,  situations.  Before 
the  BLM  authorizes  a  proposed  activity,  a  site-specific  environmen- 
tal analysis  is  required.  In  the  analysis,  resource  conflicts  and  their 
environmental  consequences  would  be  determined,  including  the 
potential  for  spills  and  leaks  near  a  water  source.  The  findings  of 
the  analysis  would  determine  whether  site-specific  restrictions  or 
requirements  to  prevent  or  mitigate  spills  and  leaks  should  be  in- 
cluded as  conditions  of  the  authorization. 
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DEPARTMENT    OF   THE    AIR    FORCE 


Mr.  Hillary  A.  Oder,,  State  Director 

Bureau  ot  Land  Management 

Wyoming  State  Office 

P.O.  Box  1828 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82003 

Dear  Mr.  Oden 

Thank  you  for  providing  us  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Cody 
Resource  Area  located  in  Wyoming. 

We  continue  to  express  our  support  of  the  BLM  in  developing  functional 
management  plans  for  lands  under  its  control.  The  Air  Force  concern  with 
these  management  issues  contains  the  need  to  retain  use  of  existing  and 
establishment  of  future  military  flight  training  areas  and  routes  which 
may  traverse  these  areas.  CurrentVy  several  Air  Force  air  operations 
Including  Instrument  flight  training  routes  do  traverse  a  portion  of  the 
study  area.  Specifically,  IFR  Military  Training  Routes  472,  473,  474, 
476,  476A,  494,  497  and  499  do  traverse  the  study  area,  just  east  of 
Lovell  and  northeast  of  flreybull,  WY.  Although  flight  training  areas, 
routes  and  airspace  requirements  of  the  military  are  subject  to  change 
and  do  change  frequently,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  new  routes  will  be 
established  In  the  immediate  future. 

Mission  requirements,  fuel  costs,  and  environmental  constraints  all 
contribute  to  decision  made  in  locating  a  military  training  activity. 
Because  of  general  aviation  and  population  pressures,  low  altitude,  high 
speed  flights,  are  relegated  to  those  areas  least  accessible  and  sparsely 
inhabited.  Therefore,  we  request  that  you  give  full  consideration  to  how 
planning  and  management  decisions  made  by  your  agency  might  adversely 
effect  or  restrict  use  of  low  altitude  airspace  by  the  military.  The  Air 
Force  position  in  this  matter  is  based  upon  the  high  training  and  readi- 
ness values  rendered  by  use  of  this  low  altitude  airspace. 

We  hope  this  Information  is  useful  in  your  planning  process.  We  thank 
you  for  the  documentation  previously  provided  and  look  forward  to  con- 
tinued communication  with  your  office.  If  additional  information  is 
needed,  our  staff  project  officer  is  Mr.  Raymond  Bruntmyer,  telephone 
(214)  653-3341. 


JOHN  A.  MILLER,  Lt  Colonel,  USAF 
lUrector,  Environmental  Planning  Division 


Copy  to: 
HO  USAF/LEEVh 
Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  ot  Land  Mgmt 


Response  to  Letter  18 


1 .  Our  present  aviation  and  fire  suppression  programs  include  consid- 
eration of  all  existing  low-level  military  flight  training  routes.  We  do 
not  anticipate  any  changes  resulting  from  the  Cody  RMP  that  would 
affect  military  training  flights. 
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United  States  Department  ol  the  Interior 

\  \llo\  M    PARK  si  RVU  l 


Mill  SMIS  Ml  OION  * 


Toi       Bob  Ross.  Teem  Leadsr,  Cody  Resource  Management  Pian/Envlronuental 
Impact  Statement,  Cody,  Wyoming 

Froa:     Anotliti  Regional  Director,  Planning  and  Resource  Preservation, 
Rocky  Mountain  Raglon 

Subjact:   Draft  Raaourca  Management  Plan/Environmental  lapact  Stateaant.  Cody 
Raaourca  Araa,  Burtau  of  Land  Management,  Cody.  Wyoming 
(DES-88/15) 

Our  ravlav  ol  thia  draft  Raaourca  Management  Plan/Envlronaental  lapact 
Stataaant  (RHP/CIS)  was  axpadltad  by  the  conclaa  daacriptlon  of  Cha  four 
planning  altamatlvaa,  the  thorough  environmental  analyala,  and  tha  excellent 
graphic*  contalnad  In  tha  document. 


Canaral  Cob 


Btl 


Wa  racognlza  that  tha  Buraau  of  Land  Management  (BLH)  uaaa  a  multiple-yield 
approach  to  raaourca  management.   Altarnatlva  D,  tha  preferred  alternative, 
la  representative  of  the  BLM's  mandate  to  balance  uaa  and  protection.   In 
thoae  instance*  where  wa  believe  another  alternative' e  approach  more 
suitable,  va  have  triad  to  give  resaona  why. 

We  are  concerned  that  tha  impacts  of  BLH  aanagaaant  actions  on  the  Bighorn 
Canyon  National  Recreation  Araa  (NRA)  -  whether  positive  or  negative  -  are 
not  sufficiently  addressed  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.   The  maps  show  tha  NRA,  but 
impacts  on  the  resources  and  values  of  Bighorn  Canyon  are  not  diacussad  in 
the  document.   On  page  2.  the  draft  RMP/EIS  states  that  BUM  planning 
decisions  in  ths  planning  area  will  ".  .  .  not  cover  lands  in  Yellowstone 
National  Park  and  the  adjacent  national  forests."  The  document  goes  on  to 
state  "However,  where  necessary,  actions  inside  the  planning  area  that  may 
affect  areas  outside  the  planning  area  will  be  considered  in  the  analysis  of 
the  environmental  consequences  of  the  planning  alternative."  A  discussion  of 
potential  impacts  on  the  NRA  would  serve  to  satisfy  the  purpose  and  spirit  of 
the  1987  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  between  the  BLM  and  the  National 
Park  Service  (NPS)  for  planning  and  program  coordination.   It  would  also 
insure  that  NPS  resources  will  be  considered  as  alternatives  are  developed 
and  environmental  consequences  are  analyzed  in  the  final  document. 
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Air  Quality 

The  stated  air  quality  objective  In  the  draft  RMP/EIS  is  to  maintain  air 
quality  at  State  Class  II  standards  or  better.   Bighorn  Canyon  is  a  Class  I 
clean  air  area.   Yellowstone  National  Park,  a  mandatory  Class  1  area,  with 


more  stringent  air  pollution  control  protec 
west  of  the  study  area.  There  are  two  Fore 
the  study  area  than  Yellowstone. 


it  Service  Clas 


ximately  60  miles 
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The  air  quality  in  the  RKP  area  Is  described  as  "good",  with  "small 
of  suspended  particulates,  hydrogen  sulfide  oxides,  nitrogen  oxide, 
vaporous  hydrocarbons  found.   The  only  air  pollutant  for  which  long 
are  available,  total  suspended  particulates,  appears  to  be  within  s 
Federal  24-hour  and  annual  standards.   The  1,074  oil  wells  and  31  g, 
in  the  RMP  area  are  probably  the  source  of  most  of  those  air  pollutant 
emissions.   The  NPS's  Air  Quality  Division  (AQD)  has  determined  that  an 
individual  oil  well  can  be  a  major  source  (more  than  100  tons  per  year)  of 
air  pollution.   For  example,  several  individual  oil  wells  near  Theodore 
Roosevelt  National  Park  in  North  Dakota  (of  more  than  2,000  oil  wells 
surrounding  the  park)  are  major  sources  of  air  pollution. 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative  (D) ,  it  is  estimated -that  40-45  wildcat  oil 
wells,  620-630  development  oil  wells,  and  30-35  development  gas  wells  will  be 
drilled  in  the  RMP  area  in  the  next  10  years.  Air  pollution  monitoring  (for 
gaseous  as  well  as  particulate  pollutants)  aod  modeling  should  be  conducted 
by  applicants  for  permits  to  drill  In  order  to  determine  any  impacts  of  the 
areas.  This  requirement  should  be  included  in  the  final  EIS  for  the  RHP 
under  Management  Actions  by  Resource  Program. 

The  primary  source  of  air  emissions  during  well  drilling  is  the  diesel-flred 
engine  which  powers  the  drilling  unit.  Pollutants  emitted  Include  nitrogen 
oxides  (NOx),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs),  sulfur 
dioxide  (S02)  and  particulate  matter  (PM).  A  gas-fired  turbine  used  to  drive 
electrical  generators,  gas  compressors,  and  water  injection  pumps  Is  another 
source  of  those  pollutants. 

Air  pollution  emissions  from  those  sources  may  be  mitigated  through  a  number 
of  different  control  measures.   NOx  emissions  from  diesel  engines  can  be 
reduced  by  fuel  injection  timing  retard  and/or  by  intake  air  cooling  (the 
particular  technique  depends  on  the  engine's  make  and  model).   NOx  emissions 
from  a  gas-fired  turbine  can  be  mitigated  by  injecting  water  into  the 
turbine's  combustion  chamber. 

Fugitive  hydrocarbon  emissions  from  drilling  operations  may  be  reduced  by 
piping  vapors  to  a  flare  system  for  Incineration;  by  installing  a  vapor 
"-"very  system;  by  using  valves,  seals,  and  other  components  that  are 
I  result  in  low  gas  leakage;  and  by  requiring  the  operator  to 
igorous  inspection  and  maintenance  program. 
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S02  emissions  from  diesel  engine 
sulfur  diesel  fuel.  S02  emlsslo 
excess  hydrogen  aulflde  from  the 


may  be  reduced  by  requiring  the  use  of  lc 

from  flaring  may  be  reduced  by  removing 
as  stream  by  a  slurry  system. 


Responses  to  Letter  19 

1.  Among  other  things,  the  Bighorn  Canyon  National  Recreation  Area 
(NRA)  would  be  affected  by  (a)  the  establishment  of  the  Bentonite 
Hills  and  Lovell  Lakes  motorcycle  play  areas,  (b)  the  protection  of 
peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat  and  bald  eagle  production  and 
recovery  habitat  near  the  NRA,  (c)  the  proposed  Franklin  Floyd 
exchange  (to  acquire  wildlife  habitat  on  private  lands  along  the  Big- 
horn River),  and  (d)  designation  of  the  Bighorn  River  area  for  the 
avoidance  of  overhead  power  lines  (to  reduce  electrocutions  and  col- 
lision mortalities  of  raptors,  waterbirds,  and  waterfowl). 

The  reduced  erosion  rates  that  would  occur  on  BLM-administered 
lands  under  the  proposed  plan  would  decrease  sediment  loads  enter- 
ing Bighorn  Lake,  which  is  on  lands  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service.  The  NRA  would  be  subject  to  environmental  effects 
similar  to  those  described  in  the  RMP/EIS  for  BLM-administered  pub- 
lic land  near  the  Bighorn  River,  which  is  adjacent  to  the  NRA. 

2.  We  believe  the  issue  you  raise  about  emissions  from  oil  and  gas  oper- 
ations and  their  possible  effects  on  air  quality  at  Bighorn  Canyon 
should  be  investigated.  The  lease  requirements  you  suggest,  how- 
ever, would  be  a  substantial  deviation  from  current  policies  and 
might  mean  the  BLM  would  be  invading  the  jurisdictional  boundaries 
of  the  Wyoming  DEQ.  To  address  your  concerns  properly,  the  BLM 
and  the  NPS  should  arrange  to  meet  with  the  DEQ  and  any  other 
interested  parties  to  explore  the  matter  further.  Should  it  become 
necessary  in  the  future,  the  RMP  can  be  modified. 

3.  Thank  you  for  the  information  on  mitigative  measures.  Specific  mit- 
igative  measures  would  be  considered  individually  in  use  authoriza- 
tions. 

4.  Map  16  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  depicts  the  VRM  class  areas,  as  iden- 
tified in  the  visual  resource  inventory.  Some  of  the  BLM- 
administered  public  lands  near  the  NRA  do  not  meet  standards  for 
VRM  Class  II  lands.  These  have  been  placed  in  VRM  Classes  III  and 
IV.  It  would  not  be  technically  or  physically  possible  to  improve  these 
lands  to  Class  II  standards  within  any  reasonably  foreseeable  time, 
and  if  the  lands  were  to  be  managed  for  Class  II  VRM  objectives  (see 
appendix  H  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS),  the  BLM  could  not  prohibit  the 
use  of  valid  existing  rights  of  bentonite  mining  claims  in  the  area. 

5.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  provisions  in  the  proposed  plan  for  leas- 
able minerals  exploration  and  development  and  related  mitigation 
requirements  pose  a  threat  to  the  Little  Mountain  proposed  ACEC. 
Also  please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  letter  4. 

Because  so  many  mining  claims  already  exist  in  the  proposed  ACEC, 
a  mineral  withdrawal  would  have  essentially  no  effect  on  mining  activ- 
ity, since  the  withdrawal  would  be  subject  to  the  valid  existing  rights 
of  these  claims.  Rather  than  blanketing  the  area  with  a  20,510-acre 
withdrawal,  we  believe  it  would  be  more  reasonable  to  establish 
smaller  withdrawals  over  important  caves.  Any  claims  in  these 
smaller  areas  could  be  evaluated,  if  necessary,  to  determine  their 
validity  under  the  mining  laws,  and  invalid  claims  could  be  removed 
through  legal  proceedings. 

The  proposed  plan  provides  for  restrictions  of  surface-disturbing  ac- 
tivities above  important  caves.  We  do  not  anticipate  many  requests 
to  conduct  geophysical  exploration  on  Little  Mountain.  In  addition, 
the  BLM  has  full  discretion  concerning  whether  or  not  to  dispose 
of  salable  minerals.  We  have  not  received  requests  for  salable  min- 
erals disposals  on  Little  Mountain,  and  we  would  not  grant  disposals 
if  cave  resources  could  be  affected. 

There  already  are  many  roads  in  the  Little  Mountain  proposed  ACEC. 
Rather  than  allowing  new  roads,  we  anticipate  closing  some.  Addi- 
tionally, we  expect  construction  of  new  reservoirs  on  Little  Mountain 
to  be  extremely  limited. 

6.  Existing  and  potential  development  situations  are  very  similar  in  the 
Little  Mountain  and  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  areas.  The  con- 
siderations expressed  in  our  response  to  comment  5  of  this  letter 
also  generally  would  apply  to  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  pro- 
posed ACEC. 

ORV  use  on  Sheep  Mountain  has  not  been  a  problem.  In  effect,  lim- 
iting vehicular  use  to  designated  roads  and  trails  does  close  the  pro- 
posed ACEC  to  off-road  use. 
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CO  emissions  from  drilling  operations  may  be  r«ductd  primarily  by  keeping  Che 
dlesel  engines  and  gas  turbines  properly  tuned  and  by  the  use  of  oxidizing 
catalytic  converters. 

The  Oil  and  Gas  section  under  Appendix  C  -  Genera_l_  Guidance,  Policy,  and 
Regulations  should  be  amended  to  include  the  discussion  of  the  hydrogen 
sulfide  mitigation  measures. 

Related  to  air  quality  values  are  the  scenic  values  of  the  Resource  Area.   We 
support  the  preferred  alternative,  prohibiting  surface-disturbing  activities 
in  Class  I  and  Class  II  visual  resource  management  areas,  except  when  visual 
Impacts  could  be  mitigated  or  avoided.   However,  we  would  like  to  see  the 
entire  viewshed  from  the  NRA  be  classified  and  managed  as  a  Class  II  area. 
Such  a  designation  would  reflect  a  cooperative  management  strategy  in  keeping 
with  the  HOU  mentioned  earlier. 

Specific  Comments 

Little  Mountain  Proposed  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  -  Wc 
support  the  recommended  designation  of  the  Little  Mountain  as  an  ACEC, 
comprising  about  20,510  acres  adjacent  to  the  Bighorn  Canyon  NRA. 
Alternative  D  proposes  a  "no  surface  occupancy"  restriction  for  leasable 
minerals  exploration  and  development,  and  closes  about  500  acres  to  locatable 
mineral  exploration  and  development  above  Natural  Trap  and  Horsethief  Caves. 
If  other  Important  cave  resources  are  discovered  in  the  future,  they  would  be 
protected  In  the  same  way.   In  addition,  other  surface-disturbing  activities 
-  including  geophysical  exploration,  salable  minerals  exploration  and 
development,  and  construction  of  roads  and  reservoirs  -  would  be  prohibited 
sbove  Important  caves. 

Because  of  this  proposed  ACEC's  proximity  to  Bighorn  Canyon,  we  would  favor  a 
modification  of  Alternative  C,  which  would  (1)  restrict  leasable  minerals 
exploration  and  development  on  all  20,000-plus  acres  in  the  proposed  ACEC; 
(2)  would  close  the  entire  area  to  locatable  mineral  exploration  and 
development,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights;  and  (3)  would  prohibit  other 
surface  disturbing  activities  such  as  geophysical  exploration,  salable 
mineral  exploration  and  development,  and  construction  of  roads  and  reservoirs 
on  the  entire  ACEC. 

Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  Proposed  ACEC  -  The  Preferred  Alternative  (D) 
proposes  the  designation  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  ACEC  on  about  17,649 
acres  north  of  Greybull,  Wyoming.   This  proposed  area  is  bisected  by  the 
Bighorn  River,  and  would  be  designated  as  an  ACEC  to  protect  an  important 
natural  area  with  unique  geological  features.   The  deputy  directors  of  the 
BLM  and  the  NPS  have  agreed  that  the  two  agencies  will  study  possible 
designation  of  the  area  as  a  National  Monument. 

Although  there  is  provision  for  protection  of  the  resources  of  Sheep  Mountain 
under  Alternative  D,  we  believe  that  a  more  restrictive  management  would  be 
appropriate,  so  that  there  is  s  lessened  potential  for  adverse  impacts  on  the 


7.  Thank  you  for  bringing  this  discrepancy  to  our  attention.  We  have 
modified  the  text  according  to  your  suggestion. 

8.  The  Crooked  Creek  Natural  Area  is  in  the  part  of  the  Pryor  Mountain 
Wild  Horse  Range  that  has  been  administered  by  the  Billings 
Resource  Area  of  the  BLM  since  1969.  We  have  placed  this  informa- 
tion among  the  additions  and  corrections  in  this  document. 

9.  As  used  in  this  document,  surface-disturbing  activities  do  not  include 
livestock  grazing.  We  agree  that  grazing  can  have  a  major  effect  on 
surface  resources.  The  draft  RMP/EIS  summarizes  these  effects  and 
states  the  limitations  that  the  BLM  would  place  on  livestock  grazing. 

10.  As  we  described  for  Alternative  D,  the  BLM  also  believes  riparian  hab- 
itat should  be  managed  stringently.  Under  the  proposed  plan  we 
would  implement  a  wetlands  HMP  specifically  to  create,  maintain, 
and  improve  wetland/riparian  systems  in  the  planning  area.  Among 
planned  actions  of  the  wetlands  plan  would  be  the  requirement  that 
all  new  AMPs  would  incorporate  the  objectives  of  Executive  Orders 
11988  (floodplain  management)  and  11990  (protection  of  wetlands). 
In  addition,  BLM  policies  and  procedures  concerning  wetlands  man- 
agement are  described  in  the  Federal  Register  of  March  15,  1979,  vol- 
ume 44,  page  15,784  and  February  5,  1980,  volume  45,  page  7889, 
in  the  BLM  riparian  area  management  policy  of  1987,  and  in  the  Wyo- 
ming BLM  riparian  area  management  policy  of  1987. 

11.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  letter  3. 

12.  As  regards  stream  habitat  improvement,  the  BLM  also  prefers  Alter- 
native C.  However,  livestock  grazing  and  other  surface  uses  need 
to  be  allowed  within  the  multiple  use  context  of  FLPMA.  With  Alter- 
native D  we  have  tried  to  achieve  an  equitable  balance  in  the  man- 
agement of  all  resource  values  and  land  uses. 
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proposed  ACEC.   Such  restrictions  could  include  "no  surface  occupancy" 
and  gas  exploration  and  development  operations  throughout  the  ACEC;  closure 
of  all  lands  within  the  ACEC  to  other  surface-disturbing  activities  such  as 
geophysical  exploration,  salable  minerals  exploration  and  development,  and 
construction  activities;  designation  of  the  entire  ACEC  as  an  avoidance  area 
for  locatable  mineral  exploration  and  development,  subject  to  valid  existing 
rights  (including  lands  with  potential  for  the  development  of  gypsum  and 
bentonlte);  and  closure  of  the  entire  ACEC  to  ORV  use. 


The  last  pa 


agraph  in  Chapter 
management  action 


1  (Purpose  and  Need) 


till, 
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ep  Mountain  In  Table  2 
could  not  locate  the  Sheep  Mountain  analysis  ther 
on  on  page  20.  We  believe  the  reader  should  have 
alysis  in  Table  4,  beginning  on  page  129. 
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the  good 

Crooked  Creek  Natural  Area  -  The  Crooked  Creek  Natural  Area,  within  the  Cody 
Resource  area,  is  designated  National  Natural  Landmark  (NNL) .   It  was 
designated  in  May  of  1966  and  is  located  In  Bighorn  County  in  NWVj  Section 
28,  T.  58  N.,  R.  95  W.   We  could  not  find  a  reference  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  to 
this  NNL. 

Federal  Agencies  are  responsible  for  considering  the  existence  and  location 
of  natural  landmarks  when  assessing  the  effects  of  their  actions,  as  provided 
for  under  Section  102(2)(c)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  as 
amended.   We  recommend  that  the  final  RMP/EIS  include  provisions  for 
protecting  this  NNL.   Enclosed  Is  information  regarding  Crooked  Creek  Natural 
Area  and  the  NNL  program.   Please  contact  Ms.  Kay  Salazar  at  our  letterhead 
address,  or  telephone  at  (303)  969-2857  or  FTS  327-2857,  if  you  need  further 
Information  on  the  NNL  program. 

Crazing  -  The  document  omits  grazing  from  the  list  of  surface  disturbing 
activities,  which  Included  timber  cutting,  geophysical  exploration,  various 
kinds  of  construction,  and  off-road  vehicle  use.   Crazing  is  important  as  a 
surface  disturbing  activity  in  this  arts  because  of  the  fragile  soils. 

We  support  the  Preferred  Alternative  (D)  as  It  relates  to  livestock  grazing 
management,  and  we  are  happy  to  see  the  reduction/elimination  of  grazing 
proposed  for  sensitive  riparian  zones  and  wetland  areas.   Wc  would,  however, 
support  even  more  stringent  management  n  i.uihk  to  riparian  zones,  because  of 
the  hlKh  potential  for  habitat  Improvement. 

Off-Road  Vehicles  (ORV's)  -  We  support  the  draft's  designation  ot  ORV  use 
areas,  particularly  the  one  north  of  Highway  37A  near  the  Yellowtail  Wildliu- 
Habitat  Unit  Headquarters  and  the  Bighorn  Canyon  NRA.   We  feel  that  offering 
off-road  users  a  designated  use  area  should  help  afford  protection  fo 
NRA  lands.   The  Bentonlte  Hills  site  should  work  well  for  this 
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NRA  lands.   The  Bentonlte  Hills  site  should  work  well  for  this. 

Soils  and  Watersheds  -  We  recommend  adoption  of  Alternative  C  with  respect  to 
moIU.   This  alternative,  which  prohibits  sur lacc-dlsturblng  activities  on 
fragile  soils  with  slopes  greater  than  20  percent  would  greatly  reduce 
short-term  and  long-term  erosion  rates  compared  to  the  preferred  alternative 
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Wildlife  end  riaherlee  -  We  prefer  the  •tree*  habitat  Improvement  program 
outlined  under  Alternative  C.   The  BLH'e  (referred  Alternative  (D)  provide. 
for  about  one-halt  the  habitat  Improvement  lor  fUli.   We  appreciate  the 
prelerred  alternative  Identification  of  right-ol-wav  avoidance  area 
conatructlon  at  they  relate  to  eeneltlve  raptor  uae. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  content  on  this  draft  docunant,  and  Look 
forward  to  receiving  coplee  ot  the  final  RMP/E1S  lor  the  Cody  Reaourca  Area 


Richard  A.  Strait 
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WYO-BEN,  INC. 


uiyo-Ben 


. 


Mr.  Bob  Ross 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  -\re;i 

P.  0.  Box  S18 

Cody,  Wyoming  82414 


Mr  Ross: 


June  9,   1988 


21 


Re:  Draft  Cody  RMP/EIS 


Wyo-Ben,  Inc.  is  an  established  bentonite  mining  and  processing 
company  which  has  been  actively  exploring  for,  mining  and  processing 
bentonite  in  the  Big  Horn  Basin  since  1950.  Within  the  Cody  Resource 
Area  Wyo-Ben  operates  two  processing  plants,  located  near  Lovell  and 
Greybull,  Wyoming.  These  plants  are  supplied  by  bentonite  deposits,  also 

within  the  Cody  Resource  Area,  which  are,  for  the  most  part,  the 
subject  of  mining  claims  located  under  the  1892  Mining  Law.  As  a  result, 
Wyo -Ben's  on  going  exploration  and  mining  operations  will  most  certainly 
be  affected  by  the  proposed  RMP.  Therefore,  I  am  writing  to  you  to 
conment  on  several  items  contained  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  which  we  feel 
need  further  attention. 

The  principal  concern  which  we  have  with  the  proposed  RMP  is  in 
regard  to  the  creation  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  ACEC  (area  of  crit 
environmental  concern),  as  illustrated  on  Maps  33  ..  11  and 

142  of  the  EIS,  and  its  affect  on  our  operations.  We  question  whether 
or  not  the  designation  of  an  ACEC  is  proper  in  this  particular  case  i 
we  know  of  no  critical  environmental  concern  within  the  designated  area. 
\o  threatened  or  endangered  plant  species  are  known  to  inhabit  the  proposed 
area  and  no  threatened  or  endangered  aniinal  species  are  known  to  use  the 
area  as  their  sole  or  primary  range.  Further,  the  general  environment  of 
the  proposed  ACEC  area  is  not  significantly  different  from  that  found 
regionally.  In  truth  the  only  distinguishing  feature  of  Sheep  Mountain 
pert;iinsto  its  geologic  structure.  Therefore, while  Sheep  Mountain  may, 
for  geological  reasons,  merit  consideration  for  national  monument  status, 

ec  no  reason  why  it  should  be  considered  as  an  area  of  critical 
environmental  concern. 

As  proposed,  the  boundary  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  ACF.C  encompi 
several  thousand  acres  of  Wyo -Ben's  mineral  claims  and,  consequently, 

les  both  active  mine  areas  and  active  h3ul  roads.  Additionally,  the 


Responses  to  Letter  20 

1.  We  believe  that  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  meets  the  relevance 
and  importance  criteria  needed  for  ACEC  designation.  Appendix  J 
to  this  document  contains  discussions  of  these  criteria  and  the 
Sheep  Mountain  area.  Also  please  see  general  response  4. 

2.  We  appreciate  your  concern.  However,  we  believe  that  the  intended 
management  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  area  for  educational 
purposes  (including  education  about  industrial  minerals  develop- 
ment) will  alleviate  most  of  the  public  perception  that  you  cite.  In 
the  absence  of  special  legislation  by  Congress,  mining  operations 
cannot  be  denied  on  valid  existing  mining  claims. 

3.  The  boundary  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  proposed  ACEC  has 
been  modified  to  exclude  lands  with  potential  for  the  occurrence  of 
bentonite.  At  the  same  time,  all  lands  within  the  boundary  would  be 
closed  to  future  mining  claim  location. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  we  still  would  manage  the  area  intensively 
for  recreation.  However,  this  does  not  mean  that  the  BLM  would  pro- 
mote recreational  use  or  attempt  to  draw  visitors  to  the  area.  Instead, 
intensive  management  would  be  used  to  maintain  or  enhance  exist- 
ing recreational  opportunities  and  to  promote  visitor  safety. 

4.  The  use  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines  for 
surface-disturbing  activities  is  further  explained  in  this  final  docu- 
ment. The  standard  mitigation  guidelines  apply  not  only  to  leasable 
minerals  but  also  to  such  activities  as  salable  minerals  exploration 
and  development,  geophysical  exploration,  and  construction  activ- 
ities such  as  right-of-way  development.  The  objective  of  using  stan- 
dard mitigation  guidelines  is  to  protect  important  land  and  resource 
values.  This  objective  remains  the  same  regardless  of  the  type  of 
surface-disturbing  activity  that  is  being  proposed. 

For  locatable  minerals  development,  restrictions  based  on  the  stan- 
dard mitigation  guidelines  generally  are  not  applied  as  land  use  stip- 
ulations or  as  conditions  necessary  for  BLM  authorization  unless 
threatened  or  endangered  species  are  involved.  However,  the  stan- 
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Chat  it  be  limited  in  scope  to  only  the  area     covered  by 
Sheep  Mountain  proper,  and  that  the  recreational  development  plans  for  the 
area  be  scaled  back  substantially  so  that   the  potential   for  conflict  between 
ongoing  mining  operations  and  recreational  use  can  be  minimized. 

Several   other    items  of  concern  are   set    forth  below  along  with  the   RMP/ 

EIS  page  numbers  where  they  can  be  found  Ln  that  document. 

i  OF  STANDARD  MITIGATION  GUIDELINES-  It  is  our  understanding 
5  apply  only  to  lcaseable 
ible  to  locatable  mineral  exploration  and  mining. 
These  guidelines  include  several  associated  stipulations  regarding  surface 
disturl  the  prohibition  of  surface  disturbances  within  0.7S 

"ill  raptor  nests-',  prohibiting  irbances  within  500 

inhibiting  surl         inces  on  slopes 
that  arc  greater  than  25% f  all  of  which,  we  understand,  are  not  applicable 
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dard  mitigation  guidelines  can  be  applied  to  mining  claim  activities 
to  protect  any  resource  value.  Such  application  can  be  based  on 
negotiations  between  claim  operators,  the  BLM,  and  the  Wyoming 
DEQ.  The  BLM  will  continue  to  make  use  of  these  opportunities  for 
negotiation. 

Concerning  mining  law  rights,  please  see  general  response  1. 

5.  The  requirements  and  provisions  for  filing  notices  and  plans  of  op- 
erations under  federal  regulations  43  CFR  3809  or  the  BLM/DEQ 
agreement  are  not  subject  to  modification  by  anything  contained  in 
this  RMP/EIS.  Therefore,  standard  requirements  and  provisions 
established  by  regulation  and  the  cooperative  agreement  are  not  dis- 
cussed in  this  plan.  Also  please  see  general  response  1. 

6.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

7.  We  agree  with  your  comment  concerning  the  economic  importance 
of  bentonite  mining  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  planning  area.  Accord- 
ingly, we  have  added  new  information  to  the  "Socioeconomics"  sec- 
tion in  chapter  4  of  this  document. 

With  the  boundaries  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  proposed 
ACEC  modified  as  described  in  this  document,  we  do  not  anticipate 
an  economic  effect  on  local  bentonite  mining  operations 

8.  The  Class  I  VRM  management  you  mentioned  was  proposed  under 
Alternative  C  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS;  however,  the  preferred  alternative 
was  Alternative  D,  under  which  the  VRM  management  was  proposed 
to  be  Class  II.  This  is  the  VRM  management  included  in  the  proposed 
plan. 

9.  A  30-day  protest  period  will  begin  upon  publication  of  this  proposed 
RMP/final  EIS.  During  that  time,  any  person  who  participated  in  the 
planning  process  and  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  plan  may 
protest.  (The  protest  procedure  is  described  in  the  "Dear  Reader" 
letter  in  the  front  of  this  document.)  A  previous  opportunity  for  public 
comment  was  available  during  the  90-day  review  and  comment 
period  that  began  in  April  following  publication  of  thedraft  RMP/EIS 
The  results  of  that  public  review  and  comment  period— of  which  your 
letter  is  a  part— have  been  fully  integrated  into  this  document. 
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to  locatable  mineral  exploration  and  mining.  Therefore,  we  feel  that  the 
RMP/EIS  should  be  rewritten  to  include  a  statement  specifically  excluding 
locatable  mineral  exploration  and  mining  a(  I  Lvi1  ies  from  performance  under 
these  guidelines.  Additionally,  we  feel  that  language  should  be  inserted 
into  the  RMP/EIS  which  enumerates  and  acknowledges  the  rights  provided  for 
mineral  exploration  and  development  by  the  1872  Mining  Law,  43  CFR  3809, 
and  FLPMA  clear  how  the  RMP  will  handle  locatable  mineral 

»cnt. 
Page  38-   It  should  be  clearly  stated  that  the  current  system  of  noti- 
fication as  set   forth  in  the  cooperative  agreement  between  the  Wyoming 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality,  Land  Quality  Division  and  the  BLM 

'rily  fulfill  the  requirements  of  the  notices  of  intent  and 
plan  of  operations  rcfered  to  here. 

Page  41-  As  a  locatable  mineral  bentonite  exploration  and  mining  is 
covered  under  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations.  The  stated  objective  of  those 
regulations  is  to  "Provide  for  mineral  entry,  exploration,  location,  and 
purchase  pursuant  to  the  mining  laws  in  a  manner  that  will  not  unduly 
hinder  such  activities  but  will  assure  that  these  activities  are  conducted 
in  a  manner  that  will  prevent  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  and  provide 
protection  of  nonmincral  resources  ol  ."    These  regulations 

go  on  to  state  1 1,  it   proper  Filing  undei    1809.1-3(b)  will  constitute  author - 
dJ  Title  43   (Off-Road  Vehicle!,      fhis  citation 
til)    noted   in  the  RMP  with  a  direct    reference  to  bentonite 
un  mining  and  exploration  pn  Lfy  applicability  to 

it  ions. 
Page  240-  The  socioeconon. i  roposed  RMP, 

as  discu  .    ited 

to  oil  and  gas  activities  because  "oth  i 

then   l     oi   thi  >■  le  o{  area  mineral  out]  md  1985  and 

are  not  expected  to  etiange  meaningfully  ovei  <  riod 

20  years,'*    Despite  the  fact   thai   thi    bentonite   Lndustrj   ha 

t    hard  by  the  downturn   in  thi  tnd   taconite   iron- 

two  major  bent  on  ite  consumer;  ■ ,  and  even  though 
"other  mini  luded)   represenl    a  if  the  overall 

assessed  .  it  ion  of  the  Cody  Resoui  mining  does, 

nonc-thc- less,   have  a  much  m  i  the  economics  of  the 

an  it    is  be  u  :  ■'   for  and  it 

should  be  addressed   in  this  discussion,      tn 
economic  affect  of  the  proposed  Sheep  Mountain  ACEC  on  thi 
:  ng  operations   in  the    irea 

tph  under  VISUM,  RES0UR 
proposed 

iges  133  and  134    ,  1    ■■-■    er,     tai       thai      ■    ia] 
Ln  thi      to  ■  ;    M    ■  ■"■   in 

accordant  La  VRM  objectives.      There  is  a  con 

[t  is  oui  '.that 

. 
should  be  chain  this. 


121 


20.4 


It   is  our  understanding  thit   it   is  the  Buret's  Intent  to  finalize 
this  RMP/EIS  by  September  15th  of  this  year  without  further  provision 
for  public  conru-:.*  mt  and  poten; 

RMP  may  have  on  the  economy  of  the  northern  Big  Horn 

iklftfl   into  account   the 
vcd  on  the  original  draft,  and  then  provide  for  an  additional 
,omment  period  on  the  redrafted  version  before  finalizing  the  RMP. 
and  positions  set  forth  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  arc  to  Important 
to  the  people  of  the  northern  Big  Mom  Basin  to  be  hurriedly  finalized. 

mil  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  Cody  RMP/EIS. 


■■■■"■■.  ,. 


Richard  K.  Brown 
Vice  Pr< 
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Mr.  Hillary  A.  Oden 
State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Wyoming  State  Office 
P.O.  Box  1828 
Cheyenne,  hyoming  8200J 
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MEHORANOUM 

To:  State  Director.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Cheyenne.  WY 

From:  State  Supervisor.  Wyoming  State  Office.  FWS/FWE.  Cheyenne,  WV 

Subject:  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan/Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

We  have  reviewed  your  biological  assessment  (assessment)  prepared  for  the  Cody 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Plan).  Based  upon  the 
commitments  and  conservation  measures  presented  in  the  assessment  and  Plan,  we 
concur  with  your  determination  that  the  implementation  of  Alternative  0  will 
not  affect  the  endangered  black-footed  ferret  (Mustela  marines),  bald  eagle 
(Haltaeetus  leucocephalus).  and  peregrine  falcon  (Falco  oereorinus).  We  also 
agree  with  your  reasons  for  limited  evaluation,  and  no  effect  determination, 
for  the  grizzly  bear  (Hum  arctos  horribilis).  gray  wolf  (Canis  lucjji) , 
whooping  crane  (Grus  americana).  piping  plovef  (Charadrius  melodus).  and  least 
tern  (Sterna  antillarum). 

Eric  Greenquist  and  Russ  Romme  have  worked  closely  with  our  Helena  office  over 
the  past  2-1/2  years  to  assure  that  endangered  species  were  adequately 
addressed  throughout  the  planning  process.  Their  effort  and  dedication  to  not 
only  meeting  Endangered  Species  Act  Section  7(a)(2)  mandates  for  interagency 
coordination,  but  for  incorporating  conservation  and  recovery  measures  (Section 
7(a)(1))  into  resource  planning  should  be  commended.  In  order  to  continue 
those  positive  efforts  we  recommend  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (Bureau) 
implement  the  Peregrine  Falcon  Recovery  Habitat  Management  Plan  and  the 
wetlands  Habitat  Management  Plan. 

There  is  some  inconsistency  between  tne  assessment  and  Table  2  (Comparative 
Summary  of  Alternatives)  In  the  Plan.  The  assessment  states,  "To  promote 
black-footed  ferret  recovery,  prairie  dog  town  expansion  would  be  controlled 
only  in  two  allotments  on  about  225  acres."  However,  the  Plan  (page  33. 
paragraph  3)  does  not  discuss  expansion,  but  states.  "Prairie  dogs  would  be 
controlled  on  about  225  acres  in  two  allotments,  and  in  other  areas  as 
necessary."  (emphasis  added).  The  assessment  presents  positive  approaches  to 
black-footed  ferret  recovery,  one  of  which,  is  limiting  areas  where  prairie  dog 
populations  will  oe  controlled.  We  believe  the  positive  approaches  identified 
in  the  assessment  should  be  incorporated  into  the  Plan,  and  the  existing 
language  in  the  Plan  replaced  with  that  in  the  assessment. 

we  would  like  to  clarify  one  item  discussed  on  Page  10  of  the  assessment.  The 
assessment  indicates  that  the  Fish  and  wildlife  Service  (Service)  will  prepare 
the  site-specific  management  plans  for  bald  eagle  nest  sites.  The  intent  of 
the  bald  eagle  working  groups  has  been  that  site  specific  plans  are  prepared  by 
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1.  Thank  you  for  commending  two  members  of  our  Cody  Resource 
Area  staff.  As  we  have  indicated  in  this  document,  we  intend  to  imple- 
ment both  the  plan  for  management  of  peregrine  falcon  recovery  hab- 
itat and  the  plan  for  management  of  wetlands  habitat. 

2.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  the  discrepancy.  We  have  worded  the  sec- 
tion about  black-footed  ferret  habitat  in  the  proposed  plan  in  this 
document  to  be  consistent  with  the  biological  assessment.  Also 
please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  4. 

3.  Thank  you  for  the  information.  We  have  modified  the  language  of 
the  proposed  plan  accordingly. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  11. 

5.  Cymopterus  evertii  is  the  taxonomic  designation  given  to  this  newly 
described  species  of  Cymopterus.  This  information  was  obtained 
from  Hartman  and  Kirkpatrick  (1986). 

Table  14  was  intended  to  display  not  only  listed  or  candidate  plant 
species  but  also  any  species  that  may  require  other  special  manage- 
ment consideration  (see  the  last  paragraph  on  page  193  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS).  One  of  the  species  in  this  latter  category  is  Stanleys  tomen- 
tosa. 
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the  land  management  agency  with  jurisdiction  over  the  territory,  with  the 
cooperation  of  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department.  We  are  available  to 
review  those  plans  and/or  work  with  you  over  the  telephone  In  developing  the 
plans. 

we  have  the  following  specific  comments  on  candidate  species  from  the  Plan: 

Page  9.  Table  2.  Comparative  Summary  of  Alternatives.  Cave  Resources.  Because 
Lower  Kane  Cave  provides  the  only  known  hapitat  for  the  Wyoming  cave  snail 
(Physa  SBelunca).  a  category  2  candidate  species,  we  recommend  Including  the 
cave  with  the  others  listed  for  no  surface  occupancy  restrictions. 

Page  115.  Table  4.  Management  actions  In  Proposed  ACFC's  Under  Each 
Alternative.  Chanman  Bench  Proposed  Acre.  We  support  your  decision  to  designate 
15.400  acres  of  Chapman  Bench  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  to 
protect  habitat  for  the  long-billed  curlew  (Numenius  amertcanusl  and  mountain 
plover  (Charadrlus  montanus).  Such  positive  measures  to  protect  candidate 
species  are  to  be  commended. 

Page  196.  Table  14.  Rare  Plants  In  the  Planning  Area   This  table  lists  both 
category  2  and  3C  candidate  plants.  Category  3C  plants  are  not  currently  being 
considered  for  listing  (See  attached  Status  Categories  for  Candidate  Species). 
Category  2  plants  listed  on  the  table  include:  Erioaonum  laoopus.  Antennarla 
aromatica.  Lomatium  attenuatum.  and  Shoshonea  oulvlnata.  There  is  also  a 
Cvmooterus  listed  on  the  last  Notice  of  Review  for  Plants  (FR  50(1881:39526- 
39585).  for  which  the  species  name  has  not  yet  been  assigned.  Cvmopterus 
evertll  may  be  the  correct  species  name  for  that  plant,  but  we  do  not  yet  have 
the  data  to  confirm  that.  Stanleva  tomentosa  is  not  included  as  a  candidate 
species  in  the  last  Notice  of  Review.  The  other  species  in  Table  14  are  all 
category  3C  candidate  plants.  One  of  the  reasons  the  Service  publishes  the 
Notices  of  Review  is  to  encourage  investigation  of  the  status  and  vulnerability 
of  candidate  species.  Therefore,  we  would  appreciate  any  information  you  may 
be  able  to  provide  on  these  plants. 

We  appreciate  your  efforts  to  conserve  and  enhance  threatened  and  endangered 
species.  Please  contact  Richard  Hill  (FTS  328-2374)  or  Carol  Taylor  (FTS  585- 
5225)  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance. 


%G.  SUA, 


MT/WY  Field  Office.  FWS.  Helena.  MT 
ARO/FWE.  FWS.  Oenver.  CO 
Oirector,  WGFO.  Cheyenne,  WY 
Nongame  Coordinator.  WGFO,  Lander.  W 
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STATUS  CATEGORIES  for  CANDIDATE  SPECIES 


Category  1  comprises  taxa  for  which  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service) 
currently  has  substantial  information  on  hand  to  support  the  biological 
appropriateness  of  proposing  to  list  as  endangered  or  threatened.  Proposals 
have  not  yet  been  issued  because  they  have  been  precluded  at  present  by  other 
listing  activity.  Development  and  publication  of  proposed  rules  on  these  taxa 
are  anticipated,  however,  and  the  Service  encourages  Federal  agencies  and  other 
appropriate  parties  to  give  consideration  to  such  taxa  in  environmental 
planning. 

Category  2   comprises  taxa  for  which  information  now  in  possession  of  the 
Service  Indicates  that  proposing  to  list  as  endangered  or  threatened  is 
possibly  appropriate,  but  for  which  conclusive  data  on  biological 
vulnerability  and  threat  are  not  currently  available  to  support  proposed 
rules.  There  are  no  specific  plans  to  propose  listing  for  these  taxa,  unless 
additional  information  becomes  available.  Further  biological  research  and 
field  study  may  be  needed  to  ascertain  the  status  of  taxa  in  this  category,  and 
1t  1s  likely  that  many  will  be  found  to  not  warrant  listing.  The  Service 
encourages  investigation  of  the  status  and  vulnerability  of  these  taxa,  and 
consideration  of  them  in  the  course  of  environmental  planning. 

Category  3  comprises  taxa  that  were  once  being  considered  for  listing  as 
endangered  or  threatened  (Categories  I  and  2).   but  are  not  currently  receiving 
such  consideration.  These  taxa  are  included  in  one  of  the  following  three 
subcategories. 

Subcategory  3A  comprises  taxa  for  which  the  Service  has 
persuasive  evidence  of  extinction.  If  rediscovered,  however, 
such  taxa  might  warrant  high  priority  for  addition  to  the  List  of 
Endangered  and  Threatened  Wildlife  and  Plants. 

Subcategory  3B  comprises  taxa  that  were  once  thought  to  be 
biological  species  or  subspecies,  but  that,  on  the  basis  of 
recent  systematic  work,  usually  as  represented  in  published 
revisions  and  monographs,  are  not  now  considered  distinctive  and 
do  not  meet  the  Endangered  Species  Act's  legal  definition  of 
species.  Future  systematic  Investigation  could  lead  to 
reevaluation  of  listing  qualifications  of  such  taxa. 

Subcategory  3C  comprises  taxa  that  are  now  considered  to  be  more 
abundant  or  widespread,  and/or  substantially  less  subject  to 
identifiable  threats,  than  previously  thought.  Should  new 
information  suggest  that  any  such  taxon  is  experiencing  a 
numerical  or  distributional  decline,  or  is  under  a  substantial 
threat,  ft  may  be  considered  for  transfer  to  category  1  or  2. 

information  Is  compiled  from  Endangered  and  Threatened  wildlife  and 
Plants:  Notices  of  Review,  as  published  In  the  Federal  Register  (FR 
50(1811:37958  and  FR  50(1881:39526). 
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June   13,    1988 


Bob  Ross 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  S18 

Cody,  Wyoming  82414 

Dear  Hr.  Ross: 

Marathon  Oil  Company  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Cody  Resource  Management 
Plan. 

On  page  111,  the  preferred  alternative  would  limit  oil  and  gas  explor- 
ation on  Alpine  areas  on  Carter  Mountain  to  slopes  of  7X  or  less.  We 
acknowledge  that  the  higher  the  altitude,  the  more  sensitive  the  area 
can  be,  Marathon  opposes  Alternative  'A'  since  we  feel  that  rehabili- 
tation of  oil  well  locations  at  high  altitudes  can  be  achieved. 
Marathon  feels  that  Alternative  'B',  allowing  surface  disturbing 
ties  on  slopes  up  to  25*  would  be  a  realistic  alternative  when 
each  drilling  application  is  handled  on  an  individual  basis  and  the 
sensitive  areas  are  defined.  Marathon's  Gold  Reef  well  was  located  at 
an  elevation  of  10,600'  at  the  head  of  Jack  Creek  In  the  Meeteetse 
area  and  the  location  and  access  road  were  both  successfully  revege- 
tated.  The  access  road  passed  through  several  areas  of  greater  than 
7?  slope  without  problems. 

The  geology  and  mineral  resource  section  on  page  144  states  that  the 
amount  of  produced  water  would  decl Ine  as  existing  fields  became 
depleted.  This  may  not  be  the  case  as  secondary  and  tertiary  recovery 
usually  result  in  increased  produced  water.  In  existing  fields,  such 
as  Byron,  Garland  and  Oregon  Basin,  the  produced  water  volumes  have 
increased  over  the  past  ten  years. 

This  increase  in  produced  water  has  resulted  in  the  creation  of  some 
beneficial  uses  not  addressed  In  the  Cody  Resource  Area  DEIS.  In  very 
dry  years,  water  has  been  pumped  into  the  irrigation  canal  near  the 
Garland  Field.  The  canal  provides  irrigation  water  for  both  the 
love M  and  Byron  areas. 
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1  The  management  objective  for  the  Carter  Mountain  area  is  to  protect 
unique  alpine  tundra  and  rare  plants  On  the  basis  of  available  in- 
formation, we  believe  that  to  accomplish  this  objective  it  will  be  nec- 
essary to  prohibit  surface-disturbing  activities  on  slopes  of  more 
than  7%  All  drilling  applications  and  other  proposed  surface- 
disturbing  activities  will  be  evaluated  individually,  as  you  have  sug- 
gested, and  depending  on  site-specific  conditions,  it  may  be  possible 
to  mitigate  adverse  effects  on  vegetation  for  slopes  of  more  than  7%. 
In  such  a  case,  an  exception  to  the  restriction  could  be  made.  Con- 
versely, unacceptable  effects  on  vegetation  could  occur  on  slopes 
of  less  than  7%.  If  so,  the  proposed  action  would  be  denied,  or  effects 
could  be  mitigated  by  moving  the  location  of  the  proposed  activity 

The  7%  slope  restriction  will  be  evaluated  continually,  and  the  plan 
will  be  updated  as  appropriate  on  the  basis  of  information  such  as 
that  obtained  from  reclamation  at  Marathon's  Gold  Reef  well.  To 
date,  the  Forest  Service  indicates  that  reclamation  in  the  Gold  Reef 
area  is  promising  but  inconclusive  because  of  the  relatively  short 
time  that  has  elapsed  since  disturbances  occurred. 

2.  In  the  discussions  on  pages  144  and  220-221  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS, 
it  was  assumed  that  produced  water  would  decline  because  of 
increased  water  injection  and  that  wells  would  be  shut  in  or  aban- 
doned as  fields  became  depleted  over  time.  We  agree  that  the  ratio 
of  water  to  oil  can  increase  with  secondary  and  tertiary  recovery, 
but  when  the  ratio  becomes  too  high,  the  well  is  abandoned  as  unec- 
onomical. Unless  the  well  is  then  converted  to  a  water  well,  its  pro- 
duction of  water  ceases  at  that  point. 

3.  Thank  you  for  the  information.  We  are  aware  that  oil  and  gas  explo- 
ration and  development  can  result  in  the  discovery  of  cultural 
resources  (see  page  168  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS),  support  inventories 
of  the  black-footed  ferret  and  other  threatened  and  endangered  spe- 
cies, provide  access,  and  create  wetlands  (see  page  207  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS). 
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Mr.  Ross 
June  13,  1988 
Page  2 

The  160,000  barrels  per  day  of  produced  water  from  the  Garland  Field 
provides  a  tremendous  waterfowl  habitat  commonly  referred  to  as 
Arnoldus  lake  or  Byron  Lake.  Wayne  Darnall,  the  former  Wyoming  Game 
and  Fish  Manager  of  the  Yellowtail  Habitat,  often  mentioned  the 
numerous  ducks  and  geese  being  raised  on  Arnoldus  Lake.  This  lake  1s 
omitted  in  the  Draft  EIS.  The  8yron  swamps,  located  next  to  the  Byron 
Oil  Field  were  created  with  discharged  water.  This  wetland  habitat 
which  is  excellent  for  waterfowl,  was  also  omitted  from  the  DEIS. 
Both  wetland  areas  will  be  lost  when  oil  production  stops. 

Another  beneficial  use  of  40,000  barrels  per  day  of  discharged  water 
in  the  Oregon  Basin  Field  is  the  use  of  the  water  by  livestock,  deer 
and  antelope.  This  beneficial  use  should  also  be  noted  for  the  45,000 
barrels  per  day  of  discharged  water  in  the  Halfmoon  Field. 

The  8LM  identifies  the  loss  of  habitat  and  wildlife  associated  with 
the  oil  and  gas  exploration  very  adequately,  but  does  not  identify  the 
positive  effects  that  can  arise  from  exploration.  Another  example  of 
this  is  the  tremendous  amount  of  Federal  acreage  on  which  the  oil  and 
gas  industry  paid  for  numerous  archaeological  surveys.  The  BIM  has 
always  defended  the  costs,  delays,  and  benefits  of  archaeological 
surveys  paid  for  by  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  so  we  feel  the  BLM 
should  show  this  benefit  of  multipurpose  use  on  Federal  land. 

The  oil  industry  has  played  an  important  part  in  the  preservation  of 
an  endangered  species,  the  Black  Footed  Ferret,  and  will  continue  to 
be  involved.  The  only  known  surviving  black  footed  ferrets  were  found 
in  an  existing  oil  field  and  the  operator,  Husky  Oil  Company,  demon- 
strated its  cooperation  with  the  ferrets  preservation  and  the  Black- 
Footed  Ferret  Advisory  Team  by  ceasing  all  activity  in  the  field. 
This  fact  was  given  little  publicity. 

Future  involvement  will  result  from  the  requirement  for  ferret  surveys 
in  the  vicinity  of  proposed  wells  in  undeveloped  or  sparsely  developed 
areas.  If  any  proposed  well  is  to  be  located  in  a  potential  ferret 
habitat  (prairie  dog  town),  the  participating  companies  will  be 
required  to  pay  for  a  black  footed  ferret  survey  prior  to  the  location 
approval.  The  oil  industry  is  aware  that  if  black  footed  ferrets  are 
found  near  a  proposed  location,  no  development  will  be  allowed.  Thus 
oil  exploration  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area  can  be  considered  a  positive 
activity  toward  the  present  effort  to  locate  additional  ferrets  or 
ferret  habitat  even  though  discovering  ferrets  near  a  proposed  well 
site  would  not  be  desirable  for  the  exploration  company. 

Access  to  hunting  is  also  provided  by  oil  and  gas  exploration.  Many 
archery  hunters  hunt  almost  exclusively  in  oil  fields  such  as  Elk 
Basin  and  Oregon  Basin  because  the  roads  provide  access  to  game.  The 
produced  water  helps  provide  habitat,  the  oil  field  roads  provide 
access,  and  the  end  result  is  a  recreational  and  hunting  resource. 
Rifle  hunting  Is  discouraged  because  of  the  hazards  associated  with 
stray  bullets. 
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Page  3 

In  summary,  Marathon  does  not  see  Any  major  problems  in  the  Cody 
Resource  Management  Plan  that  would  concern  the  oil  industry.  We  do, 
however,  disagree  with  the  proposed  slope  restrictions  for  Carter 

3H  Mountain.  Marathon  would  also  appreciate  that  the  information  provid- 
I  ed  in  this  letter  be  reincorporated  in  the  Cody  Plan  to  better  show 
■  the  benefits  of  our  industry. 

Sincerely, 

MARATHON  OIL  COMPANY 

J.  R.  Kearns 
Production  Manager 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 

JRK/rrm 
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RECEIVED 
98  JUN  20    AH  D  54 
ILM  CODY  KM. 


June   15,    1988 

Mr.    Bob   Ross,    Team  Leader 
Bureau    of    Land    Management 
Cody   Resource   Area 
P.O.Box  518 
Cody,    WY      82414 


Dear   Mr.    Ross: 

I   am  writing   to  comment  on   the  Cody   Draft   Resource  Management   Plan  with 
respect  to   its  treatment   of  rivers  potentially  eligible   for   inclusion   In  the 
National   Wild  and  Scenic   Rivers  Systeo.     Section.  5(d)  of  the  Wild  and   Scenic 
Rivers   Aot,    P.L.   No.    90-542,    16   O.S.C.    requires  all    federal   agencies   to  con- 
sider potential   national   wild,    scenic,   and   recreational    river  areas   In      "all 
planning  for   the  use  and   development   of  water  and   related    land   resources."      16 
O.S.C.    Sec.    1276(d).      In  our   view,    the  planning   responsibility   imposed   by   this 
section   requires   the  Bureau  of  Land   Management   tb  assess   the  values   of   poten- 
tial  Wild   and   Scenic   Rivers   on  BLM   lands   during   the  preparation  of   resource 
management   plans    (RMPs). 

American   Rivers,   with   the   legal   counsel    of   the  Sierra  Club  Legal    Defense 
Fund,    recently   initiated   an   effort   to   evaluate   BLM  resource  management   plans 
to  determine  how  effectively   they   take   potential   Wild   and   Scenic   Rivers   into 
consideration.      In  particular,   we  are  concerned   with    the   impact   of   the  planning 
prooess  on  rivers   listed  on  the  National   Park  Service's   1982  Nationwide  Rivers 
Inventory    (NRI).      The  NRI   provides   an    initial    base-line   of   information  on  what 
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Response  to  Letter  23 


Please  see  general  response  3,  appendix  J,  and  the  new  map  1  In 
this  document  for  discussion  and  recommendations  relative  to  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 
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rivers  appear   to  be  eligible   for   lnolualon   In   the  national    rivers   eystea.      It 
was   not,   however,    intended   to  ba  a   eoaprahanalva   Hat,    and   ao  all    rlvara   should 
ba  evaluated   In   tha  RHP  prooaaa. 

Our  preliminary    lnveatlga tlon  or  a   aarlaa   of  Bureau   RMP's    indicates   that 
potential   addltlona  to   tha  Wild   and   Soanlo   Rivera   System  are  being   largely 
Ignored   In   tha  planning   prooaaa.      We   recognize   that   this  ovaralght  waa  due   In 
large  part  to   lnaufflcient   administrative  direction   regarding   the   BLH's 
responsibility   to  consider  potential   wild   and   scenic    rivers   In   the  planning 
process.      No  specific   guidelines  have   been    In   force   for   tha   evaluation   of  such 
rivers. 

In  a   memorandum  dated   July  23,    1967,    however,    the  Director  of  the  BLH 
Issued   draft   guidance  for   the   identification,    evaluation,   and   protection   of 
potential   wild  and    scenic   rivers  on  public    lands.      This  draft  guldanoe   rein- 
forces  the  responsibility   of   the   BLH  under   the  Wild   and   Scenic   Fivers   Act.      It 
Is   adapted   from   the   198?   Joint  USDA/USDI    Interagency  Guidelines  concerning 
potential    system  additions,    and   Is   similar  to  Internal   direction  adopted   by   the 
U.S.    Forest  Service   In   Chapter  8   of   Its  Forest   Planning  Handbook.      While   this 
draft   guidance   Is  not   yet   finalized,   we  believe   It   constitutes   clear  recog- 
nition of   the  Bureau's   responsibility    to  protect   rivers   on  public   domain   land. 

The  Wild  and   Scenic   Rivers   Act   estsbllshes   only   two  requirements   for 
rivers   to  be   eligible   for   inclusion  in   the  national   rivers   system:    1)   the   river 
must   be   "free-flowing;"   and    2)   the  river  must   oontain  one   or  more  "outstand- 
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lngly   remarkable"   value.    Including   scenic,    recreation,   geologic,    fish,   wild- 
life,  historic,  cultural,  or  other  similar  values.      16  U.S.C.   sections  1271, 
snd    1273(b).      Fivers  which   meet   these   threshold   requirements  Bre  eligible   for 
consideration  as   potential   additions   to   the  national    rivers   system. 

The  study   process   as  outlined   In   the  USDA/USDI   Interagency  Guidelines,   and 
In   the  Director's  draft  guidance,    for   the  evaluation  of   potential   wild   and 
soenlc   rivers  snd   is  made  up   of   three   separate  parts: 

1)   ELIGIBILITY   ANALYSIS  -   eligibility  determinstlons   should   be  made   for 
all   rivers   and   river  segments   identified   for   further  study.      These  eligibility 
determinations   should   be  made  according  to   the  statutory   requisite  qualities 
stlpulsted   In   the  Act    (free-flowing,    and   containing  one  or  more  outstandingly 
remarkable  value).      It   Is   extremely   Important   thet   proper   segmentation   of  study 
rivers    is  made   In   the  evslustlon  of  eligibility.      The  presence  of  disqualifying 
factors  on  one  stretch  of  river  does  not  make  the  entire  river  ineligible.      An 
eligible  river  segment  can  be  very  short;   a  four  mile  segment  of  the 
Horsepaature  Fiver   In  North   Carolina,    for  example,   was   recently  added   to   the 
national    rivers  system.      The  USDA/USDI   Guidelines  clearly   state   that  a   river 
segment   is  of  sufficient    length  if,    when   managed   as  a   wild,   scenic,    or   recre- 
ational  river  area,    the  outstandingly   remarkable   value(s)   are  protected.      In 
addition,    segments   of  a   river  may   be   eligible  although   separated   by  a   stretch 
of   river  found   to  be   ineligible.      Likewise,    there   is   no  specific   minimum   flow 
requirement   for   eligibility.      The  Guidelines   state   that   flows  are  sufficient   if 
they   sustain   or  complement   the  outstandingly   remarkable   value(s)   for  which   the 
3 
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river  would  bo  design. tod.      Thus,   "outat.ndlr.gly  rourk.blo-  ooonlo,   bot.nlo, 
wildlife,  wilderness,  geologic,   historic,   and  other  reaourc.  values  ui  .11 
exist  within  .  river  corridor  reg.rdleea  of  stresm  flow  levels. 

2)  CLASSIFICATIQu  -  .11   segments  found  to  seat  Uie  eligibility  criteria 
Tor  potential   lnolualon  in  the  national  system  ahould  be  classified  seconding 
to  the  OSDA/OSDI  Ouldellnea  as  potential  Vlld,  Scenlo,   or  Recreational  Rivers. 
The  potontlsl  clssslfloatlon  of  a  river  aegment  la  Important  beoause,   once 
found  eligible,   the  BXH  mist  provide  Interim  protection  for  eligible  segments 
up  to  the  level  of  their  potential  claaalfloatlon.      Here  again,   segmentation  of 
the  eligible  rlvera  Is  pertinent. 

3)  SOITABILITI  AHAUSIS     -  a  river's  suitability  for  lnolualon  Involves  a 
recommendation  by  the  BLM  regarding  the  proposed  future  of  eligible  end 
claaalfled  river  segments.      A  segment  may  be  recommended   for  Inclusion   In  the 
national  system,   or  may  be  recommended  for  other  usea  If  appropriate  to  a 
river's  resources.     Suitability  dotermlnatlona  are  based  on  a  rlver'a  reaouree 
values  and  other  practical  conaideratlona. 

A  number  or  rivers  with  potential  eligibility  for  lnolualon  In  the  national 
rlvera  aystem  flow  across  landa  of  the  Cody  Resource  Management  Area,    theae 
rlvera  lnolude:    the  Clark's  Pork  of  the  Yellowstone;    the  Greybull;    the  Shoshone 
and  Its  forka;   the  Bighorn;  and  Dry  Creek. 


23.5 


Unfortunately,    the  Draft  Cody   plan  does   not   address   these  or  any   other 
rivers   as   potential   additions   to  the  national   rivers   system.    There   is   little 
doubt  that  these  rivers,   or  portions  of  then,  are  of  outstanding  quality  and 
should  be  evaluated.     We  believe,   therefore,   in  view  of  the  draft  direction  for 
rivers   planning  and   protection  contained    in   the  Director's  July  23,    1987   memo, 
and   the  general  requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  the 
interagency  guidelines  that,  at  minimum,   eligibility  evaluations  of  rivers 
within   the  Cody   planning  area  should   be   conducted.      We   respectfully   request   the 
evaluation   of   the  above  mentioned   rivers,    as  well   as   other  rivers   in   the  Cody 
planning  area,   for  their  potential  eligibility  for  inclusion  in  the  national 
rivers   system.      We  also  ask   that  any   rivers   found   eligible   for   inclusion   be 
given  interim  protection  in  accordance  with  their  classification  -  wild, 
scenic,   or  reoreatlonal  -  until  such  time  as  detailed  suitability  studies  can 
be  completed. 

If  you  should  have  any  questions  please  contact  me  or  Kevin  Coyle  of  this 
office,  or  Robert  Dreher  of  the  Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund.  Mr.  Dreher's 
number  Is    (202)   667-U500. 

Sincerely, 


James  Fosburgh 

Public  Lands  Specialist 
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2240  St  John*.  I) 

Bll  Unit  Montana   59102 

June  21.  19BB 


Re:   Draft  Cody  RHP  4  E1S 


Hr   Bob  Roil,  Teaji 
BLH  Cody  resource 
P  0  Box  MB 
Cody  Wyoming  82414 

Dear  Kr.  Voaa 


rieeae  make  thla  part  of  tha  record.   I  an  eoncamad  that  almost  all  of  the 
•r«a  U  will  be  open  to  oil  4  gas  development,  livestock  and  ORV  use  and 
ovarharveat  of  timber  in  tha  Rettleanake  Hountain  area.   Tha  propoaad  plan 
will  reduce  elk,  sheep,  antelope,  mule  dear  population!  and  fall  to  correct 
present  abuse  of  wetland  areas  by  livestock  overuse,  stream  4  habitat  around 
water  areas.   No  strong  management  la  proposed  to  protect  the  areas  from 
damage  even  tho  a  70%  Increase  in  ORV  use  la  forecast. 

Of  special  concern  la  failure  to  adequately  protect  the  mouth  of  Clarke 
rork  Canyon.  This  area  should  be  designated  as  a  ACRC  or  Outstanding  Nature 
Area. 

Threatened  4  endangored  species  use  the  area  as  winter  range,  calving 
areaa,  stopping  areas  4  it  is  the  last  known  refuge  for  the  black  footed 
ferret.   The  Draft  fails  to  adequately  protect  theaa  animals  or  plants.   The 
Dreft  should  give  better  protection  to  the  area.   It  should  prohibit  gas  4  oi 
development,  restrict  ORV  use  to  existing  roads  and  manage  livestock  to 
protect  the  riparian  and  wetlands 

Sincerely. 


/a/  Virginia  Burris  (BURRIS) 


Response  to  Letter  24 

1.     Please  see  general  responses  3,  4.  and  5 


25 


Hgmt. 


are  in  order  regarding  the  Cody  Res 


I've  had  the  please  of  visiting  various  plans  at  this  area  over  the  past 
12  years,  and  I  think  you  should  emphasize  its  protection  as  a  natural 
resource  over  its  exploration  for  oil  and  gas  development  or  other  activities 
which  tend  to  cause  long  term  scars  on  that  fragile  land. 

It  is  so  much  more  valuable  to  us  all  for  its  natural  qualities  than  it 
could  ever  be  for  short  term  use  by  folks  who  would  leave  it  changed  for 


Whether  it's  off  road  rigs  tearing  new  trails  or  drilling  rigs 
tracting  oil  4  gas,  all  such  damaging  uses  need  to  be  severely  restricted  if 
t  banned   Not  much  country  like  Carter  Hountain  still  exist  on  the  lower 
Let's  resist  effort  to  abuse  this  country  anymore.   Saving  it  from  abuse 
much  more  crucial. 


Then  there  is  the 
agic  development. 


cheological  resources  which  in 
r  of  protecting  this  fragile 


ot  be  lost  to 


ntry.  not  opening  it 


/s/   Cene  Bull 


Response  to  Letter  25 


1.     Please  see  general  response  5. 
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Mrs.  Kelvin  C.  HcCee 
1215  Sunset  Boulevard 
Cody.  Wyoming   82414 


1  am  writing  concerning  the  Draft  Res 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Management  plan  and 


The  human  race  la  ageing  the  earth,  and  until  w»  take  into  account  the 
ecological  process  that  Sustains  all  life  Ue  will  continue  to  week  the  very 
ground  of  human  existence. 

it  the  Million  acres  on  the  •astern  flank  of  Creater  Yellowstone  is  open 
to  development  -  it  will  soon  reach  the  point  of  no  return. 

I  could  go  on  and  on  but  I  have  confidence  in  your  wisdom  and  influence 

Best  Regards 

/s/  Hat 


Thursday    -    June    23 


rd 


Response  to  Letter  26 


1.     Thank  you  for  your  comment 


27 

Bob  Boss,  Team  Leader.                                           June  22,  1986 

BLM,  Cody  Resource  Area 

Box  516,  Cody  Wyo.  82414                    Re:   Your  RMP 

Dear  Mr   Ross: 

Between  the  BLM.  National  Forests,  and  National  Park  Service  ao  much  is 

going  on  that  it  Is  becoming  increasingly  difficult  for  average  citizens  such 

as  ourselves  to  try  to  keep  Informed.   Worse  still  in  the  process  of  trying  to 

become  informed,  we  too  often  find  ourselves  with  one  finger  in  the  dike 

trying  to  hold  back  a  flood. 

So  it  is  with  your  RHP  which  has  the  makings  of  an  environmental 

nightmare.   The  time  has  surely  come  in  our  country  when  the  craze  for 

development  -  which  in  your  case  is  any  use  detrimental  to  the  well  being  of  a 

fragile  area  all  too  close  to  Yellowstone  Park  -  deserves  to  be  selectively 

curtailed  if  we're  going  to  have  significant  natural  areas  to  pass  on  to 

ad] 

future  generations. 

1 

As  to  jobs,  water  development,  etc.  an  essentially  intact  Yellowstone 

Ecosystem  already  produces  economic  benefits  in  its  periphery  which  are  mostly 

overlooked  but  which  in  some  areas  -  for  example  Bozeman    far  more  than 

compensate  for  any  shrinkage  in  agriculture,  forestry,  and  4  wheel  drive 

recreation.   But  this  outside  growth  depends  on  restraint  inside  the 

ecosystem.   Such  restraint  is  virtually  absent  from  your  RMP  so  you  really 

need  to  start  all  over  again. 

By  copy  of  this  letter  we  are  so  suggesting  to  the  Secretary  of  the 

Interior  and  the  Wyoming  congressional  delegation  even  though  the  latter  is 

not  very  good  about  acknowledging  letters  from  Montana.   wE  are  however 

literally  in  the  same  boat  on  Yellowstone  Park  issues  even  if  state  borders 

would  suggest  otherwise. 

Kind  regards 

/e/   Hope  B.  Stevens 

/■/  Robert  T.  Stevens  Jr. 

cc:    Hon  Don  Hodel 

Sen.  Simpson 

Sen.  Wallop 

Rep.  Cheney                          Box  459 

Bozeman  Hi.  59771 

Response  to  Letter  27 


1.     Please  see  general  response  5. 
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Juna  23,  1988 


711  U.  Jtu   Ave 
Anaconda  Ht 

59/11 


Bob  Ross,  Taam  Leader 
bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Resource  Araa 
P,  0.  Box  MB 
Cody.  Wy    B2414 

Deer  Sir: 

I  an  submitting  comments  on  the  Draft  Cody  Raaourca  Management  Plan 
(RHP)  It  must  ba  emended  to  correct  tha  flaws  undarllnad  In  tha  enclosed 
lattar.  It  muat  not  parn.it  *  uncontrollad  oil  and  aas  development.  * 
livestock  trailna.  or  3  QRV  use. 

It  itiiBi  that  the  agencies  of  our  government  work  against  environmental 
concerna  inatead  of  in  support  of  than.   If  thie  la  not  true,  let  ua  have  a 
revlaed  plan  which  doea  not  threaten  this  araa. 


/•/   Helen  H.  Day 


Tha  mouth  of  tha  Clark's  Pork  of  the  Yellowstone  must  also  ba  protected, 
pending  its  probable  designation  as  a  wild  and  scenic  rlvar. 

Thank  you. 

/•/   H.  H.  D 


Response  to  Letter  28 


1.     Please  see  general  responses  3  and  5. 
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* 


In  Karen,  1988,  the  Bureau  o 
Draft  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan 
Statement  <EIS),  which  will  direct  t 
on  tha  eastern  flank  of  Greater  Yell 
Shoshone  National  Forest,  tha  Cody  R< 
landscapes , 

Mountains,  the  lower  reaches  of  the  regi 
Big  Horn.  Shoshone,  Greybull  and  Clarka 
rful  badlands  and  rolling  sageb: 


Tf 


BLK,  du> 


The  Cody  Resource  Area  provides  loportant  habitat  for  rare, 
threatened  and  endangered  species,  auch  aa  peregrine  falcons  and 
wintering  and  nesting  bald  eagles.   It  remains  the  last  known  refuge  for 
tha  endangered  blackfooted  ferret,  how  surviving  only  in  captivity.   It 
also  boasts  numerous  candidate  endangered  species,  including  mountain 
plovers,  long-billed  curlewa,  Swainson's  and  ferruglrfous  hawks,  as  wall 
as  ten  rare  plants.   The  area's  rivera  and  reservoirs  provide  one  of  the 
most  productive  habitata  for  ducka,  aandhlll  cranes,  double  breasted 
cormorants,  and  great  blue  herons  in  central  Wyoming.   In  addition  to 
supporting  a  year-round  population  of  pronghorn  antelope,  tha  Cody 
Resource  Araa,  especially  its  mountain  foothills,  alao  provides  critical 
--  and  increasingly  limited  --  winter  range  and  calving  araaa  for 
bighorn  sheep,  elk,  moose  and  mule  deer. 


'a  recreation, 
d  spelunking, 
Of  great  int. 


Nearly  831  of  the  ar< 

hunting,  boating,  hiking  . 

Yellowatone  National  Park 

archeologlcal  record,  wnl< 

BLM  considers  thie  to  ba  "one  of  tha  most  import. 

contributing  to  our  understanding  of  tha  peoplim 

Some  of  this  prehistoric  human  use  is  associated 

of  the  area.   There  are  16  known  cavaa  of  nation, 

Significance,  aome  decorated  with  fragile  calcit< 

stalagmites  or  gypsum  angel  hair,  others  riddled 

passageways  or  natural  traps  containing  the  rasa 

anlnala  such  aa  canela,  mammoth  and  lion.   Many  of  these  caves  are 

extremely  fragile  and  can  be  eaaily  damaged  by  excessive  and  careless 

In  addition,  the  Cody  Raaourca  Area  supports  unique  ecological 
featurea,  which  tha  Draft  RMP  proposes  to  daalgnate  as  Areas  of  Criti< 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC's):  Carter  Mountain,  a  fragile  tundra  and 
alpine  araa:  Chapman  Bench,  which  provides  important  nesting  for 
sountain  plovera  and  long-billed  curlewa;  and  Sheep  Mountain  Antlclirv 
a  atunning  geologic  feature  which  forma  the  western  backdrop  of  the 
Buffalo  Bill  Reservoir. 


which  includes  fishing. 


ur 

ata  en  route  1 

12 

000  years  ago 

nt 

o 

North  Americ 

h  the  abundan 
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M 
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sthetlc. 
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nit  ii 


subjected  to  nearly 
BLM  and  the  adjacent 

Rattlesnake  Mountain 


tlnue  to  ba 
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planned  BLM  activities  are  projected  to  reduce  gaas  populations:  elk  b; 
7%l  bighorn  sheep  by  21;  pronghorn  antalopa  by  2ti  aula  dear  by  II 
Sobs  of  thaaa  reductions  fall  below  the  hard  objectives  sst'by  the 

Wyoming  Case  and  Fish  Department. 

The  Cody  RMP  telle 
f   ongoing  degradation  of 

/  of  overuse  by  livestock,   nore  than  aoi  or  tne  perennial  stress  cnanna 
I  are  in  a  declining  or  poor  condition!  731  of  the  riparian  tones  along 

nsittsnt  straass  are  in  "unsatisfactory"  condition.   And,  sore  tha 
\  SOI  of  tha  habitat  around  water  reservoirs  srs  in  sn  "unacceptable" 
l\  condition  for  wildlife. 


addition,  the  Cody  RHP  projects  a  7 

especially  ORV  use  --  without  assuring  that 

Furthermore,  the  de signs tio 


appropriately 

delineated- In 

taath, 

scenic,  ecologi 

ssnsltlve  a 

development 

protective 


a   Draft   Cody   RMP, 


■  1] 


<    af    the    Actc 

'Ovldi 

)f     th 


•  hid    bj  aaj  i  [■■  i 


LvsJ 


thinking. 


an  1 


>  program.  All  ACEC 
nd  development,  ORV  use  beyond 
snags    livestock   usa   where    It    is 

Of  pertla 


and  geologic  features. 
'•'•'"Mori"  »■-"-  been  plscsd  o 
!  grsiing  and  ORV  use.   BLH's  proai 
stlpulstlons  to  sobs  ACEC's  Is  bssed  i 
to  the  long  pro-devslopssnt  I 


oil 


should  prohibit  oil  and  gas 
misting  roads,  and  should  ca 
appropriate. 


ordinary 
In  such 
and  gas 

o  lstei 

lshful 

ry  of  the 
leasing 


idd 


r  concsrn  is  the  RMP's  failure  to  adequately  protect  \ 
Clarke  Fork  Canyon,  which  haa  bean  proposed  for  Wild  \ 
1  end  Scenic  Rivers  dsslgnation  by  the  Forest  Service,  and  strongly  \ 
supported  by  the  conservation  community.  (See  Spring,  1908,  Greater  | 
lsllw«3tcofi  Beputli-  Phii  *w  should  be  designated  a.  »n  outstanding 
Natural  Area  and  sn  ACEC.  Management  ehould  enhance  the  unique  values! 
of  this  segment  of  the  Clerks  Fork,  and  ahould  complement  the  Wild  and/ 
,  Scenic  racoBBendatlon  of  the  sdjs 

■■'  Please  help  impro 
the  dreft  to:  Bob  Ross 
Resource  Ares,  P.O.  Bo 
co— ants  bv  June  30.  1 


Cody  RMP,  by  submitting  your  comments  on 
Teas  Leader,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Cody 
518,  Cody,  WY  82414.   FlHIt  BP»f UK.  YOUf 


Cody, 


E<  o 

Gomel  Warn* 
PO   "..<«  WW 
Kattmin,  MT  *' 


n  Howe  Day 
th  Avenue 
HT  59711 


29 


(Postcard] 

-Specimen  Ridge  in  the  Gallatin  Range 
above  Tom  Miner  Baein,  Montana" 

Bob  Rose   BLM 
Team  Leader 
Cody  Resource  ARea 
Box  SIB 
Cody,  Wy- 

„!„!,  and  clear  running  river,  you  mu.t  recoimend  strictest  """"" 
™.euree.  Tne  unique  v.lue.  of  the  Clerks  Fork  segment  are  very  important  as 
I  Scenic  Blver.   Thank  you 

£rl,l.d  forest   While  -«»"J-™^»i'^ ^SJI.   %    d   SSl.« 

.nrrne^^ro^i^rneirto-r-irUortant  part  of  th.  Cr.at.r 
Yellowstone  Ecosystem." 


Response  to  Letter  29 

1.     Please  see  general  response  3. 
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30 


M  Pink 
*3««  I.  l«th 
BoiMun.  HI 

5I713 

June  21.  19M 


Deer  Hr   Ron: 


I  em  writing  you  n  I  u  >  very  concerned  Hontanan  about  what  Wyoming  la 
plannlni  (or  Ih*  aenaltlve  and  enceptionel  Cody  Raaourca  Area.   As  an 
Imporlsnt  ecological  area  bordering  our  tremendous  Yellowstone  Hat,  Park  and 
tha  Shoahona  Hat.  Porest,  I  feel  atrlct  uae  regulations  PJUf^  ba  implemented  to 
avoid  further  overuae  and  degradation  by  ORV's.  Uveatock  grazing,  and  oil  and 
gas  leaalng.   It  harbor*  a  great  variety  of  wildlife  that  la  both  endangered 
and  rare,  plua  a  rich  treaaure  of  archaeological  aitee  and  caverns   I  applaud 
the  Draft  RmP  propoaal  to  deaignate  Area*  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 
Nevertheless,  I  an  concerned  thet  atrlctar  management  regulations  do  not 
addreas  the  ongoing  degradation  of  the  wetland  areaa    Similarly,  ORV  uae 
ahould  be  strictly  limited  to  areas  on  existing  roads,  livestock  grazing  must 
be  carefully  managed  only  where  it  is  appropriate  and  won't  interfere  with 
wildlife  recovery,  and  oil  and  gas  leasing  should  be  prohibited.   aS  a  fellow 
citizen  living  on  the  border  of  Yellowstone  National  Park,  I  hope  you  will 
consider  my  comments  when  drafting  the  use  regulations  for  the  Cody  Resource 
■Mt. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


Naomi  Pink 


Group  Response  to  Letters  30  through  36 

The  concerns  in  these  letters  have  been  addressed   in  general 
responses  3,  4,  and  5. 


M-WCODl-fU.  K  J 


«U*  2\  \flffi 


A  review  of  the  Draft  Cody  RMP  and  EIS  raise  serious  questions  as  to  the 
sensitivity  of  the  BLH  in  protecting  game  populations,  managing  ORV  use, 
controling  oil  and  gas  development  and  connecting  the  degradation  of  important 
wetlands. 

I  urge  you  as  Team  Leader  to  see  your  responsibility  to  protect 
against  uncontrolled  development  an  ecologically  important  area! 


POBON  101  M  rONIA  !h-\HO  1W452 


**X  -^         W\o\oa^><r 
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Dear 

Bob 

1  1 1 

Team 

Lead 

RE 

BLH. 

Cody 

Nes 

P.  0 

Box 

518 

Cody 

WY 

I  m 

■24 

mid 

five 

year 

I  I 

and 

t  at 

11. 

June  23.  1988 


like  to  comment  on  the  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan  Draft   ror 
I  lived  in  the  area  around  Cody.  I  (rex  to  love  that  country  dearly 
11.  more  than  anywhere  else,  feels  like  home.   I  object  to  the 
proposal  to  release  98  11   of  the  land  in  the  Cody  RHP  to  oil  and  gas 
development.   I  also  can't  imagine  any  vast  beneflta  of  harvesting  timber  in 
the  Rattlesnake  Mountain  area  versus  its  importance  as  elk  winter  range.   I 
would  also  like  to  see  rehabilitation  of  the  areas  wetland  and  riparian  zones 
which  have  been  degraded  by  overgrazing   1  object  to  any  increaae  in  ORV  use 
and  finally.  I  would  like  to  see  the  mouth  of  the  Clerks  Pork  Canyon  protected 
as  an  Outstanding  natural  Area. 

Thank  you  for  accepting  my  comments. 
Sincerely, 
/■/  Caroline  Byrd 
P.  0.  Box  7313 
Missoula.  NT 
59801 
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Hoechst-Roussel  Pharmaceuticals  Inc.  HoeChSt 

WjuW?7 


^HB^lT 


**CO0V/U.. 


Kenneth  J  Koop 
SaMi  Rejp'Mervai've 
i«?  S*.  Part  Court 

fle  L«xU  CtMo'ma  95673" 
(916)991  0542 


Mr.  Ros 


I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  "Draft  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan" 
I  feel  a  number  of  areas  need  to  be  addressed  in  regards  to  oil  (.  gas 
leasing.  All  ACEC"s  (Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern)  should  prohibit 
oil  &  gas  leasing  and  development  to  protect  this  resource  next  to  Yellowstone 
H.P.  also  ORVs  should  not  be  allowed  beyond  existing  Roads  and  in  regards  to 
livestock,  it  should  be  carefully  managed  where  it  is  appropriate  to  have  the 
livestock  graze  to  begin  with 

Of  particular  concern  is  the  Resource  Management  Plan's  failure  to 
adequately  protect  the  mouth  of  the  Clacks  Pork  Canyon,  which  has  been 
proposed  for  a  Wild  &  Scenic  River.   This  area  should  be  designated  as  a 
"outstanding  natural  area"  and  a  ACEC .   Management  should  enhance  the  unique 
values  of  this  segment  of  the  Clarks  Pork  and  should  complement  the  Wild  & 
Scenic  recommendation  of  the  adjacent  Shoshone  Forest 

Thank  you 

/a/  Kenneth  J  Koop 
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Plr       Robort    Itunn 
Buriau   of    Land    rinn 

.    518 
Cody.    UY   87414 


RECEIVE^ 

*m  coor  n*„ 


os«r 

Ol  .     2 
ill*,     in   83402 


Cody    KMI' 


Dasi    .:,  r 


1  won't  pr  tit  and  to  haw  careful  ly  ruvlownil  thu  draft  manago- 
mont  plan  for  iho  Cody  Roaourca  Araa.    Navartholnaa,  I  '  v«»  been  an 
active  part lclpant  for  a  due ad*  1 n  aavaral  amateur  capac It ten  on 
federal  policies  for  the  western  side  of  the  Greater  Yellowstone 
Ecosystem.   Specifically,  1  represented  the  Committee  for  Idaho's 
High  Deesrt  on  two  wilderness  EISs  and  the  Medicine  Lodge  RrtP ,  and 
I  ma  l  ntal  n  reaponolbl  1 1  ty  for  BLP1  laeues,  endangered  spec  lee  mat  - 
ters.  and   grazlng/ORV  Impacts  on  the  Henry's  Fork  and  South  Fork 
of  the  Snake  River  for  the  Idaho  Environmental  Council.    Thus  I 
can  claim  familiarity  with  problems  Involved  In  your  RMP,  while 
ad ml ttedl y  not  possess  1 ng  detal led  knowledge  of  the  areas  1 n 
qusstlon.   My  somewhat  generic  comments  follow. 

lira/  1  ng  hoe  evident  1  y  1  nduced  significant ,  local  1  y  severe 
dogradat Ion  of  riparian  zones,  but  you  are  weak  on  recommended 
correct Ive  act  Ions  on  a  si ts-spec If  1c  basis.    You  must  agree  that 
a  number  of  proven  techniques  for  mitigation  are  at  tho  BLM's 
disposal :  root  rotation  s yet erne .  f enc 1 ng,  placement  of  water  1 ng 
troughs  well  away  from  streams,  etc.    All  Involve  controlling  the 
dlstrlbut Ion  of  catt lo  and  shsep,  without  necesearl 1 y  reduc 1 ng  AUM 
levels.    That  Is,  damage  can  be  reduced  to  a  tolerable  degree  by 
prevent  1 ng  1 1 vsstock  from  parking  1 ndef 1 nl tel y  on  stream  beds  and 
tho  banks.   Such  attention  Is  useent  ial- -particularly  now  dur 1 ng 
drought  years- -for  any  semblance  of  fair  multiple  use. 


to  the  affected  public  la  big 
vldent 1 y  be  Jeopard  1  zed  by 


One  commodity  of  key  lnti 
game  wl  nter  range ,  but  much  wi 
wide-open  grazing,  ORV  usage,  mineral  exploration,  and  isolated 
timbering.  Your  recommendations  for  Areas  of  Critical  Environ- 
mental Concern  appear  restricted  to  emal 1  places  of  ecological 
unlquoness- -places  batter  designated  ao  Research  Natural  Areas. 
At  that .  the  Egi  n-Hamer  Road  atrocity  over  here  teaches  us  that 
ACEC  designations  ere  worthless,  lacking  firm  stipulations  agai 
later  abuse.    Your  draft  RMP  Is  far  too  vague  in  this  regard. 


Uhlle  promoting  our  Block  Canyon 
of  the  value  of  archooologlcol  featur 
school  children,  the  elder  1 y,  local  t 
bei  ng  desecrated  at  a  tragic  rate.    P 


stive 


<:h   !.. 


USA.  I  became  keenly  nuare 
ib  to  wide  public  segments 
ibes,  etc.    Yet,  eltee  are 
ease  i  nclude  oubatant 1 ve 
ires  in  your  RA  from  vandali 
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June  22,  1988  ■ 

Box  <t?7 

Big  Sky,  HT  59716 


bob   hoss 

bureau  of  Land  Manager 

Cody  Resource  *rea 

PO  box  518 

Cody,  W*  82<*1*» 


r  Mr.  Hoss: 

I'm  writing  to  you  concerning  the  Resource  Management 
Han  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area.  There  are  some  very  sad  ommisnoris 
from  the  plan  which  I  would  like  to  er.courare  you  to  correat  or 
change. 

•^ince  the  Cody  Resource  Area  is  indeed  part  of  the 
fcellowstone  ecosystvm  great  care  should  be  taken  to  insure  the 
ecological  and  aesthetic  qualities,  now  existing.  The  plan  should 
not  have  any  adverse  affect  on  rare  or  endangered  species.  Its 
plan  to  release  98$  of  the  area  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  is  clearly 
not  coopatable  to  wi  dlife.  I  encourage  you  to  limit  the  leasing 
to  areas  that  are  not  inportant  wildlife  habitat  or  defacto 
wilderness. 

Concerning  ORV  use.  Clearly  this  is  hard  on  all  kinds 
of  terrain.  It  is  damaging  to  streams,  causes  erosion  and  disturbs 
plant  and  animal  life.  There  must  be  strict  provisions  and 
restrictions  for  ORV  use.  Keep  them  on  the  roads  and  off  the 
delicate  trails  and  areas  which  can  be  easily  damaged.  *ince 
most  terrain  is^  easily  destroyed  by  ORVs,  keep  them  of  ft 

Concerning  livestock.  The  plan  foils  to  show  how 
the  serious  degradation  of  wetland  areas  by  overuse  of  livestock 
-ill  be  corrected.  Before  our  riparian  areas  con  begin  to  come 
back,  we  must  get  the  livestock  out.  Unrestricted  grazing  is 
a  thing  of  The  past.  The  cost  to  our  land  is  too  great. 

The  rojth  of  the  Clarks  fork  Canyon  should  be 
designated  as  an  Outstanding  Natural  »rea  and  an  AC££.  No 
oil  or  gas  leasi'.g  in  the  ACbC's. 


Sincerely 


V— ~^  **,*CK)  J  in- 
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June  23,  198 


Bob  Ross 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  518 

Cody,  WY   82414 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

Despite  our  problems  with  drought  in  my  part  of  the 
country,  I  am  just  as  concerned  with  conditions  in  your 
area  as  well.   I  am  referring  specifically  to  the  Draft 
Cody  Resource  Management  Plan. 

First,  I  am  concerned  about  the  98.7%  of  the  land  that  will 
be  released  to  oil  and  gas  development.   I  am  unable  to  under- 
stand how  this  will  help  protect  critical  nesting  and  habitat 
for  wildlife.   Second,  I  am  concerned  about  overuse  by  live- 
stock and  OR V s .   Important  wetland  areas  are  now  being 
degraded  by  livestock  stress  --  the  RMP  as  it  stands  will  make 
the  problems  worse.     Finally,  while  my  approach  to  ORV's 
is  undoubtedly  too  radical  (I  would  ban  their  use  completely), 
I  feel  the  RMP  fails  to  assure  that  their  use  will  be  closely 
regulated  and  monitored  in  order  to  protect  fragile  ecological 
systems. 

I  am  confident  that  you  and  your  team  will  address  these 
problems  in  order  to  ensure  the  survival  of  the  area. 

Sincerely, 


Elizabeth  Sue  Wil^ 
P.  0.  Box  731 
Waynesville,  OH   45068 


37.1 


B.L.H.  Cody  Resource 

Re:   Oil  World 

Area  Office,  1714  Stampede 

Restrictions 

Ave.  Cody,  Uyo.  82414 

Breed  Concern 

Dear  Sirs: 

Well  here  we  go  again,  I  want  to  throu-up ,  every  tin 

e  I  hear  about  some 

wanting  to  protect  all  these  no  good  wild  animals. 

I  lived  in  H.  Hex  about  fifteen  years,  and  sat 

these  prairie  dogs 

destroy  our  crops.   These  ball  eagles,  prairie  dogs 

ferrets,  and  such 

should  be  destroyed.  I  would  not  be  supprised 
Would  ask  for  $10.  Billion  to  take  some  of  the 
to  50  years,  to  breed  them  with  the  Crow,  or  s 
could  get  rid  of  the  white  heads,  and  neck's  t 
be  for  this,  I  wouldn't? 


if  the  B.LH  or  govern 

e  ball  eagles,  and  try 

tie  other  black  bird,  so  they 

e  ball  eagles  has.   Would  you 


10 


The  B.L.H.  has  always 

restricted 

placed  f 

or,  oil  develo 

pment 

Also  < 

deve 

opment 

of  the  timber  reserves. 

I  won< 

er  if  you 

like  I  do 

every  su 

nday ,  when  I  s 

Be  about  12  to  16  youn 

coup 

es  get 

ing  married.   In  our 

our  loca 

1  paper.   I  wo 

ider 

where  they  all 

will 

live. 

The  lumber  industry  h 

as  shut 

down,  like  the 

oil 

industry 

No 

houi  '■<■■■■   ai  a 

being  built. 

The  goverment  s 

arted  shuti 

ng  the  o 

il  industry  do 

sn  7[ 

years  ago.   Now 

we  a 

e  buying  about  o 

le  half  of  o 

nr  oil  f 

rom  over-seas . 

As 

wee  as  coal. 

stee 

,  cars 

uranium. 

gas,  and  ma 

ny  other 

things. 

We  do 

have  coal 

in  about  35 
ie  half.   If 

states, 

the  gov 

we  could  produce  this,  and 
erment  would  say  no,  to  the 

cut  our 

over 

1  about  o 

three  or 

four 

rail-1 

nes,  that 

don't  want 

to  give 

■  rlght-a-way , 

for 

the  Coal 

Slurry 

pipe 

line  from  Wyo,  d 

)wn  through 

Ark  and 

on  to  Houston , 

Tex. 

This  w 

uld  put 

il>Vf 

-.1  pow« 

r  plants 

nto  operati 

on .   Too 

,  they  let  the 

gasa 

faction  plant  at 

Beul 

■h,  N.D 

close  do 

m.      They  should  hav 

e  built  six  or 

seve 

n  more. 

They 

could  have  put  out  a  lot  of  gasoline,  oil,  gas  for  our  cars  and  homes.   Also 
you  know  we  have  Oil  Shale  In  Utah,  Wyo,  Colo,  and  several  other  states.   Ue 
have  enough  Shale  oil  for  millions  of  years.   Also  in  that  shale  there  are  a 
lot  of  aluminum,  which  there  could  be  built  five  or  six  large  aluminum 
plants.   This  would  put  several  thousands  of  people  to  work. 

I  got  Interested  in  oil  and  geology  back  In  1951.   I  will  be  B0  yrs .  in 
a  few  days.   I  did  buy  some  oil,  end  coal  land,  but  have  never  got  one  cent, 
from  any  production   I  don't  expect  a  dme  while  I  am  liveing.   Also  bought 
some  oil  shale  stock  but  lost  most  of  it.   I  still  have  some  shale  stock,  in 
two  companya  they  have  over  90,000  acres.   If  it  was  put  into  production, 
would  be  worth  a  lot  of  money.   As  you  should  know,  a  lot  of  this  oil  &  gas 
land  is  on  Gov.  land.   So  why  are  you  againat  this  production,  we  could  use 
this  trillions  of  ttt     to  pay  on  our  national  debt.   Too,  could  put  our 
millions  back  to  work 


Response  to  Letter  37 


1.     Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Back  in  the  60'«  I  Lived  next  to  ioim  hipplea    they  tall  m>  thai*  ai  - 
the  onee,  that  don't  want  Oil  Reserves  opened  up.   Tha  invlraienl  let  they  My, 
want  to  go  to  theaa  raaarvaa  rida  horae  beck,  rida  aotor  cyclaa  hika  into 
these  raaarvaa,  drink,  uaa  dopa,  party  and  all  tha  raat    Oo  you  want  thaaa  to 
■tay  cloaad  for  than.   Or  you.  lika  ma  would  Ilka  to  aaa  thaaa  raaarvaa  opanad 
up  for  tha  good  of  our  Country    Ua  could  hava  *>0  or  mora  uranium  powar  planta 
In  production.   Tha  ona  back  aaat  (lika  tha  raatrictlona  thara  In  Wyo)  had  to 
■hut  down    It  *■)  elmoet  (iniahad,  about  raady  for  production.   Whan  thay 
noticad  a  (aw  garder  Man,  oh  boy  thay  aaid  wa  got  to  ahut  thla  plant  down 
Thaaa  poor  littla  fiah,  will  ba  daatroyad  10  thay  ahut  it  down    Cuaaa  it  la 
ahut  down  aa  yat ,  but  latar,  thay  found  many  mora  of  thaaa  praacloua  littla 
fiah  down  tha  alream 

Wa  hava  a  uranluya  [uranium]  plant  aouth  of  Dallaa.   Thay  hava  only  baan 
working  on  It,  about  aavan  yaara .   Hava  apant  ovar  $7  billlona  till .   Whara 
war*  tha  govermant  inapactora,  whan  a  lot  of  thia  work  waa  dona  ovar.  and 
ovar,  and  ovar.   On  Coffaa  braakaT 


think  Hiss  Claira  Hoaalay  la  a  smart  par 


I  think  you  should  give  up  your  job,  to  ao 
raatrictlona  on  opaning  up  thia  vital  oil 


Tha  11  million-acraa  contain  67  fields 
rrantly  produce,  tha  other  15  ahut  down. 


agree  with  her. 
ne  alee,  if  you  want 

but  only  52  of  tha  field 


aad  a  lot  of  those  ferreta  in  west  Tex**,  if  they  feed  on  prairie 
auae  there  are  *  lot  of  prairie  dogs  in  west  Texas,  is  wall,  a*  a 
states. 


A*  usual, 

H.  C.  George 

P.  0.  Box  387, 

Van  Alstyne.  Texas 

75095 


P.S.  Thinks  will  be  better  next  year  under  the  Democrat a 


38 


Drive.  Hyattsville.  Maryland   207B2 


Dal 


Hr.  Bos 


The  Cody  RKP  can  be  improved  by  not  releasing  98.7*  of  these  lands  to 
oil  and  gas  development .   The  Cody  RMP  fails  to  show  how  it  will  correct  the 
serious  and  ongoing  degradation  of  ecologically  important  wetland  areas  as  a 
result  of  overuse  by  livestock.   Of  particular  concern  is  the  RMP'a  failure  t 
adequately  protect  the  mouth  of  the  Clerks  Fork  Canyon,  which  has  been 
propossed  for  Wild  and  Scenic  Bivers  designation  by  the  Forest  Serivce  and 
strongly  supported  by  the  conservation  community. 

Respectfully,  /s/  Ruth  W.  Zeller,  Robert  0.  Zeller 


Group  Response  to  Letters  38  through  40 

The  concerns  in  these  letters  have  been  addressed   in  general 
responses  3,  4,  and  5. 
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RfCEIVEB 

«*  coor  fix 


Moose,  Wyoming 
June  24.  1988 


Dear  Mr.  Ros 


1_       I  can  hardly  believe  that  BLH  can  contemplate 
I  opening  over  a  million  acres  on  the  east  flank  of 
■  Yellowstone  to  oil  &  gas  leasing. 

The  treasures  of  wildlife  and  untouched 
territory  must  surely  outweigh  any  other  decision. 

What  kind  of  "Land  Management"  is  this? 
Sincerely, 
/s/  Margaret  E.  Murie 


40 


Edward  McGarrity 

524  Vernon  Ave. 

Staten  Island,  NY    10309 

24  June,  1988 


Dear  Mr.  Boss, 

I  an  writing  in  regards  to  the  draft  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan.  1 
believe  there  are  areas  for  improvement,  especially  protection  for  the  mouth 
of  the  Clarks  fork  Canyon. 

These  areas  support  endangered  species  and  endangered  species  candidate 
(blackfooted  ferret,  mountain  plovers,  long- billed  curlews,  etc.). 

Please  reconsider  the  BLM's  stand  on  oil  and  gas  leasing,  livestock  and 
ORV  use  and  timber  harvesting,   we  must  work  together  to  protect  our  heritage. 


Yours  Truly, 

/s/  Edward  McGarrity 
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SFQBTS 

All  KID 


«„■  100 

I  I    > 
1 

June  24,  1988 


KFCEIVEG 
1*8  JUN  ?8    WD  Itl 

ILMCOOr  R  «, 


8ot>  Ross 

Bureau  Of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  Area 

PO  Box  518 

Cody.  Wyoming  82414 

Dear  Boo 

Having  a  personal  and  professional  interest  in  tne  Cody 
Resource  Area,  I  would  like  to  submit  some  comments  about 
the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
impact  Statement  for  the  area 

i  don  t  believe  the  area  is  being  adequately  protected  from 
development    In  particular,  proposed  oil  and  gas 
development,  heavy  livestock  use,  and  the  continued 
uncontrolled  access  of  four-wheel  drive  vehicles  will  impact 
elk,  bighorn  sheep,  antelope,  and  deer  populations   Some  of 
these  herds  will  be  reduced  to  below  the  management 
objectives  of  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  and 
l  believe  that  I  speak  for  my  readership  when  I  say  that  this 
is  a  totally  unacceptable  outcome  of  the  management  pian 

In  addition,  the  management  plan  hasn  t  adequately  protected 
nongame  species  such  as  the  peregrine  falcon  or  the  bald 
eagle   It  hasn  t  protected  the  habitat  of  the  blackfooted 
ferret    It  hasn  t  paid  attention  to  the  needs  of  other  birds 
such  as  mountain  plovers  and  Swainson  s  hawks,  nor  has  it 
considered  the  importance  of  the  area's  archeological 
history    I  feel  that  the  Clarks  Fork  River  should  get  wild  and 
scenic  designation  (endorsed  by  the  Forest  Service,  the 


Responses  to  Letter  41 

1      Please  see  general  response  6 

2.  We  do  not  agree  that  nongame  species  have  not  been  adequately 
addressed  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  We  have  proposed  (a)  the  manage- 
ment of  six  areas  for  peregrine  falcon  recovery  and  the  reintroduc- 
tion  of  peregrine  falcons  to  the  planning  area,  (b)  special  manage- 
ment restrictions  to  protect  bald  eagle  nests  and  the  protection  of 
all  suitable  river  habitat  for  bald  eagle  recovery,  (c)  special  manage- 
ment restrictions  in  the  black-footed  ferret  essential  habitat  area  and 
in  other  high  potential  habitats.  In  addition,  special  consideration 
has  been  given  to  ferret  recovery  and  protection  throughout  the  plan- 
ning area.  The  proposed  plan  also  includes  designation  of  the  Chap- 
man Bench  ACEC  to  protect  mountain  plover  nesting  habitat  and 
measures  to  protect  the  nesting,  feeding  and  concentration  habitats 
of  Swainson's  hawks  and  other  raptor  species. 

A  total  of  455  terrestrial  vertebrate  wildlife  species  potentially  inhabit 
the  planning  area,  and  384  species  have  been  documented  to  be  pre- 
sent in  the  planning  area.  We  examined  the  status  and  habitat  require- 
ments of  117  of  those  species  in  detail  during  development  of  the 
RMP/EIS.  Those  studied  were  all  federally  listed  endangered,  threat- 
ened, proposed  and  candidate  species,  species  receiving  federal 
emphasis  and  those  the  state  of  Wyoming  considers  "species  in  need 
of  special  management,"  as  well  as  Wyoming  protected  mammals 
and  nongame,  game,  trophy,  predator,  and  furbearer  species.  In  addi- 
tion, all  wildlife  habitats  and  communities  in  the  planning  area  were 
evaluated  and  special  management  restrictions  were  proposed  to 
protect  high  value  wildlife  habitats  for  all  wildlife  species. 

Archeological  resources  in  the  planning  area  are  described  on  pages 
161  through  167  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Several  important  historical 
features  are  identified  on  map  37,  page  264  in  the  draft.  Management 
actions  that  would  be  used  to  protect  cultural  and  historic  resources, 
including  historic  trails,  are  described  on  pages  9,  10,  29,  31,  40,  42, 
112,  116,  121,  125,  130,  296,  and  299-301.  Also  please  see  general 
responses  3  and  5. 


SORTS 
AFIEID 


41.2 


Bob  Ross 
page  two 
June  24,  1 988 


conservation  community,  and  the  Cody  Chamber  of 
Commerce),  yet  the  management  plan  hasn  t  protected  the 
mouth  of  the  Clark's  Fork    Why  not? 

in  this  unique  area,  the  BLM  has  a  precious  legacy  under  its 
stewardship    I  believe  that  the  BLM  will  be  neglecting  that 
stewardship,  as  well  as  acting  against  the  interests  of  the 
majority  of  the  users  of  the  area,  if  it  doesn  t  highly  restrict 
such  environmentally  degrading  activities  as  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  grazing,  and  off  the  road  vehicle  access 

Sincerely, 
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RECEIVED 

IJUN28    ANDItl 
■M  COOT  H4» 


June  27,    1988 
1010  Dabich  Avenue 
Lander.   WY  82520 


Bob  Ross.  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Resource  Area 
P  0    Box  518 
Cody,   WY  82411 


Dear  Mr     Ross, 

This  letter  is  in  regards  to  the  Draft  Cody  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  We  strongly  object 
to  many  of  the  proposals  found  within  those  documents 

We  find  it  totally  unacceptable  to  release  over  98$  of  the  lands  to 
oil  and  gas  development     We  also  feel  that  uncontrolled  livestock 
and  ORV  usage  should  be  restricted 

So  little  of  our  country  is  set  aside  to  be  enjoyed  in  its  natural 
state      Having  lived  in  Sunlight  Basin  for  a  year,   we  know  very 
well  how  precious  this  area  of  the  state  is      We  strongly 
encourage  you  to  help  protect  this  area  and  not  sell  out  to  the  oil 
and  gas  industry 

Thank  you  for  your  time 

Respectfully, 


_  V     * — -V>v  .>^_      K.6-CL  c  - -t\^ 
Daniel  and  Donna  Roach 


Group  Response  to  Letters  42  through  55 

The  concerns  in  these  letters  have  been  addressed   in  general 
responses  3,  4,  and  5. 
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Respond    To: 

Ft    Myart  OftlC* 

Formerly  Landmark  Inii 
33  Bark  lay  Orel* 
Fl    MytfS.  FL  33907 
B1  !  HMOM 


Alexander 

^Alexander 


Miami  OH.ce 
7000  S.W  97th  Avi 
PO  Boi  160249 
Miami,  fl  33116 
305  279  7670 
Telex  3727970 


Boca  fialon  Otllce 
B6S  South  f  adera  H  \ 
PO   Bo.  M 
Boca  Raton,  FL  33429 

305  421-6606  (Brfl 

306  391  4912  (Pair 


Bi  ', 


Ft   Lauderdale  Olllce 

4875  N    Federal  Highway 

PO    Bo.  24000 

Ft   Lauderdale,  fl  33307 

305  491  4875 

Tele.  51  4391 


Mr.  Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  518 
Cody,  Wyoming  B26U 


RE: 


Draft  Cody  Resour 
Statement  (EIS) 


nt  Plan  (RMP)  and  Envlr 


Dear  Mr 


Ross. 

to  my  attentl 


that  one  million  acres  on  the  Eastern  flank  of  the 
a  that  lies  adjacent  to  the  Shoshone  National  Forest 
slopes  of  the  Absaroka  Mountains,  the  Big  Horn.  Chi 
Fork  of  the  Yellowstone  Is  being  considered  for  expanded  ol 

ad  vehi 


It   has 

Creoter   Yellovstom 

Include, 

Bull  and  Che  Clark 

and  gas  development,  livestock  grazing  and  additional  over  the 

Aa  you  are  certainly  aware  this  area  Includes  the  habitat  tor  many  rare  and 
threatened  species  of  bird  life,  such  as  the  peregrine  falcons,  bald  eagles  as 
well  as  many  additional  ducks,  sandhill  cram  wildlife  Includes  a 

substantial  population  of  pronghorn  antelope,  elk.  big  horn  sheep  and  mule  deer 


s  of  hunting, 

■ 


In  addition  to  the  great  scenic  value  of  thiB  area  the  opportunity 
lg,  boating,  hiking  and  spelunking  offers  substantial  value  t< 
public. 

Allowing  oil  and  gas  axploi  I 

uac  and  livestock  grazing  as  well  as  a  reduction  in  the  game  animal  herds  would  be 

an  ecological  disaster  and  something  that  you  should  do  everything  In  your  p 

to  resist.   I  believe  if  the  Amen  i  'ware  of  what  Is  going  on  In  this 

arta  they  would  carta  Inly  b«  oiHr-iged. 


I  request  that  you  do  everything  necessary  to  adequately  protect  the  mouth  of  the 
Clark's  Fork  Canyon  which  has  been  proposed  for  wild  and  scenic  river  d. 
by  the  Forest  Service  and  strongly  request  that  this  area  be  designated  as  an 
outstanding  natural  area  and  an  ACEC. 


JJany   thanks   for   your 

Yours^^fi 

■7-Mviy. 

Vict    Pre 

trtll tnRham 

ltd. 


II  to 


f  5 


FMC/ph 
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p,  o  b.  ■ 
Minneapolis,  Nlnn 

JUM    i*.    19B8 

Bur»iu    of    L«nd    Hanegai 

P.    0      Box    MS 

Cody.  Wyoming   82414 


099 


Sir 


Pleaae  accept  my  cgiwMnti .  aa  follow*,  concerning 

'j  :i""  •"■ "    H ami  ,'--"-  ■MfirimsMHfi  i-i1-  ■   intint 


Tha  Cody  Raaourc*  Araa  of  Wyoming  contain*  outstanding  wilderness, 
wildlife  biological,  cultural  and  scenic  resources  of  certain  National 
significance    As  this  Raaourca  Araa  provldaa  a  vital  refuge  for  Han,  and  for 
■11  lifa,  on  this  endangered  planat  with  thia  araa  presenting  unique,  varied, 
and.  aaaantially.  Ingll*  natural  features. 


I,  than,  wish  to  advise  that  I  oppoaa  thia  Draft  Plan,  aa  it  Is  designed  to 
dacituta  much  of  tha  Cody  Raaourca  Araa   and  if  thia  Raaourca  Araa  is  to 
Survive,  and  if  thia  Raaourca  AKaa  la  to  bait  carva  man,  and  all  to  ba   thia 
Cody  Raaourca  Araa  nuat  ba  designated  as  a  National  Natural  Praaarva;  and  with 
Ho  surface  subsurface  activities    developments  with  auch  National  Natural 
Preserve  to  protect  ecosystems,  preserve  watersheds,  save  and  enhance  all 
wildlife,  flah  and  botanic  habitats  -  areas,  protect  and  promote  all 
biological  resources  and  their  natural  diversity,  preserve  rivers  and  streams 

creeks,  recover  and  restore  all  used  -  damaged  areas  to  their  natural 
environment  condition,  and  to  preserve,  protect,  strengthen  and  expand 
wilderness. 

To  dedicate  HcCullough  Peaks  as  a  Wilderness  of  some  (at  least)  32,000  acres 
and  to  secure  s  total  of  about  665,000  acrea  of  Wilderness  to  be  located  on 
this  Cody  Resource  AJtea.  only.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  administered  area, 
only,  to  Include  rivers  and  streams  -  craeks  in  our  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System,  such  as  the  following  rivers,  for  example: 
Big  Horn.  Shoshone.  Creybull  and  Clark's  Fork 

To  classify  this  area  as  a  National  Critical  Habitat  Ares;  so  as  to  fully 
preserve  the  black  footed  ferret,  bald  eagle  and  peregrine  falcon  for  example. 

all  Public  Lands    With  No  Disposal  of  any  Public 


l*i    John  R   Swans 
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6-27-88 

Bob  Ross 

Team  Leader 

BLH 

Cody  Resources  Area 

PO  Box  518 

Cody,  Wy   82414 

Dear  Sir, 

We  strenuously  object  to  release  of  98.71  of  the  Cody  Resources  Ares  to 
1  and  gas  leasing.   Also,  the  draft  deficiently  allows  almost  unrestricted 
vestock  &  ORV  use  -  combined  with  near  by  overcutting  In  the  surrounding 
National  Forests  serious  reductions  in  game  populations  will  occur.   Your  DRMP 
doesn't  address  to  overgrazed  terrain,  and  the  state  of  the  riparian  zones  are 
already  unacceptable!   BLH  continues  to  amaze  and  live  up  to  its  name  -  Bureau 
of  Livestock  and  Mining  -  the  influence  of  Cody  businessmen  is  felt  again, 
after  the  NPS  buckled  under  to  allow  Fishing  Bridge  RV  park  to  stay  open" 

(1)  The  RMP  fails  to  safeguard  scenic,  ecological,  recreational,  and 
geological  features  -  there  are  no  meaningful  (with  teeth!)  restrictions  in 
its  use  from  ORV  and  mineral  leasing  damage1  All  ACEC  should  probit  oil  and 
gas  leasing,  ORV  use  off  existing  roads,  and  menage  livestock  in  our  public 
rangeland  so  as  not  to  further  impact  (negatively)  native  game  and  non-game 
populations. 

(2)  We  are  especially  disappointed  that  the  RMP  does  not  adequately  protect 
the  mouth  of  of  Clark's  Pork  Canyon,  which  in  1979  was  highlighted  by  the  U  S 
Forest  Service  through  an  EIS  as  a  wonderful  candidate  for  Wild  *  Scenic  River 
status.   We  support  the  21.5  mile  designation  of  this  river  into  the  Wild  & 
Scenic  River  System. 

Regards 

Dave  &  Lauren  Naslund 

2450  Fenton   Edgewater.  Colorado  80214 
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June  26.  1988 


Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

In  this  age  of  so-called  enl ighteriment ,  as  we  sit  by  and  observe  the 
terrible  devastation  and  degradation  of  the  irreplaceable  and  wondrous 
beauties  Cod  put  on  this  earth  to  gladden  all  men's  hearts,  it  is  a  wrenching 
sorrow  to  millions  of  us  that  most  of  those  in  control  allow  a  few  soulless, 
greedy  men  to  profit  over  the  ruination  of  nesting  sites  for  ducks,  herons, 
cranes,  eagles,  and  falcons,  and  the  last  remaining  habitats  of  the  mysterious 
and  magnificent  grizzlies,  the  moose,  the  elk.  and  the  wolvorine   -  when  in 
reality  those  areas  belong  to  us  all* 

Please,  please  don't  allow  oil  and  gas  development,  livestock  grazing, 
and  relentless  ORV  use  in  this  wondrous  Cody  Resource  Area.   Save  it  and  its 
wild  rivers  and  forests  for  the  preservation  of  its  wildlife  and  the  joy  of  us 
all   Where  only  a  few  years  past  we  saw  innumerable  ducks,  geese,  herons,  4 
cranes  in  Jackson  Hole,  it  is  a  rare  end  exciting  event  today  to  spy  anything 
wild  and  free  --  dead  and  gone  because  of  loss  of  nesting  sites. 


Julia  KcCregor 
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Joyce  Lohse 
1 4 1 0  E.  La  Salle  •  Colorado  Springs,  CO  80907  •  LMg)  635-7469 


on) 


Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  518 
Cody,  WY  8.  I 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

I  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  in  opposition  to  the 
March  1988  draft  of  the  Codj  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP). 
My  concern  is  directed  toward  the  environmental  impact  such 
a  plan  would 

id  use  of  the  area  in  guestion  for  recreation, 
i  10%. increase  in  use  of  the 
flora 
las  the  complexion  of  the  terrain 
ng  this  is  the  habitat  for  endangered  or  m 
endangerd  spi  ;  ds  other  wildlife,  1  think  this  should 

ibout  allowing  the  invasion  of 
iry  by  recre.n  ;es.  It  would 

ilt  to  debai.  ,  ,.  could  be  ai 

'he  possibility  of  extinction  plant 

or  jiurr.il  on  this  planet,  and  much  less  in  one's  own  back  yard. 

i,  be  opened  up  to  increased  logging  and 
mining  of  pre  tources,  then  I  would  strongly 

encou  on  6f  the  plan  and  heavy  monitoring  of 

h  should 
not  b>  .  i    would  .,  : 

Y°"    to  protection  in  pari 

iiich  has  been  proposed  for  wild  and 
>tion  by  the  Forest  Ser-. 

Fot    '  l uturo   of 

Ml       tO 

'     before   pr...  „  hing 

on    our 

>u    for    your    - 


e~B.c^fL»- 
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RECEIVED 

m  JUN  29    PM  B*  3d 

i.    coor    * 


' 


.  ■ 

I    ri*r»*q» 

aft  I 

■ 
■ 

1.      I     «A    *    i 

i>w    «nU     Iol4|     ■conoffly.      I     alftO 
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ftECEIVEfi 
see  jun  29  m  »  35 


TODD    J.    HERREID 

P.O.    BOX    615 

LANGDON.  ND  58249 


Mr.  Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  518 
Cody.  WY  62414 


Dear  Mr.  Ross: 


June  27,  1988 


I  am  writing  in  response  to  the  Draft  Cody  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  your 
agency  released  In  March,  1988.   This  Draft  p\ian  is  extremely 
lop  sided  in  favor  of  habitat  and  environmental  destruction 
of  the  Cody  resource  area.   The  call  for  98.7%  of  the  area  to 
be  open  for  oil  and  gas  development  is  a  poor  use  of  the 
resource. 

The  ecological  importance  of  this  area  must  take  precedence 
over  any  other  use  of  the  land.   The  area  also  has  scenic 
gualltles  that  will  suffer  greatly  if  the  draft  is  adopted. 
The  short  term  gain  that  may  be  obtained  with  oil  exploration 
is  not  worth  the  scenic  and  environmental  loss  that  will 
occur  if  this  area  Is  not  protected. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  alter  and  amend  the  draft  so  top 
priority  is  given  to  this  important  and  beautiful  area.   The 
draft  one  of  the  most  poorly  thought  out  and  unfair  actions 
that  your  agency  has  ever  tried  to  do. 


Please  consider  this 
of  the  RMP  and  EIS. 


letter  when  evaluating  the  final  version 


fU*%<-  5?^<±  *c  «  c*Py  o(-  7U 
Pin  a  ' 


( t  v<se  c/ 
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ft.  CARIY  OIRSTEN 


■■■»■»  pwsit 

easeo-  jwSj 


Box  2«S  -  Hoore  Road 
Soutn  Royelton.  VT  05066 

ieo2)  763-a2aa 


'una  --.  I960 


Bob  Ron,   Tean  Latdai 
Bureau  of  Land  Manageaent 
Cody  Resource  Araa 
P.O.  Box  518 
Cody,  wy  82*1*. 

Daar  Mr.  Roaai 


Thara  ara  aany  daflclanclaa  In  tna  draft  Cody  Raaourca  Manageaent 
Plan.  Tna  overriding  problaa  la  tna  lack  of  oonalderat Ion  for 
comtrvnion  and  protection  of  tha  areaa'  outstanding  natural 
envlronaent.  Specifically  tha  plan  doea  not  properly  addreae  the 
leeuee  oft 

o   protection  of  Important  habitat  for  rare,  threatened  and 
endangered  species. 

o   protection  of  archeologlcal  altaa. 

o   tha  potential  loas  of  racreatlonsl  uaaga. 

o   certain  deatructlon  of  fragile  ecological  featurea  through  oil 
leasing  and  over  grazing  of  cattls. 

o   the  failure  to  provide  for  wetlsnds  protection. 

o   s  generally  sketchy,  loose  management  plsn  which  needs  to  be 
strengthened. 

o   fellure  to  protect  the  Clarke  Fork  Canyon  adequately. 


I  aa  aura  you  can  address  ths  above  properly,  and  develop  a  CODY  RMP 
that  enaurea  the  environmental  Integrity  only  appropriate  for  such  s 
vlbrsnt  snd  critical  area. 


ft.  Carey  Geraten 


51 


Dear  People  and  Bob  Ross  - 

Clarks  Fork  Canyon  has  caught  my  fancy.   I  written  the  powers  that  be  to 
get  it  to  be  designated  a  Wild  &  Scenic  River  and  now  the  Cody  Resource 
Management  Plan  doesn't  adequately  protect  it. 

The  Hew  York  Times  this  June  21.  1988  had  an  article  about  the  decline 
songbirds  and  part  of  the  cause  is  the  fragmentation  that  "punching  holes 
the  woods  helter-skelter"  produces  To  release  98.71  of  the  Cody  Resource 
sa  to  oil  and  gas  development  will  cause  all  sorts  of  havoc  to  the  ecosystem. 


Please  reconsider 
ule  point  ang  there 


Draft.   In  the  21st  Century 
be  much  to  conserve. 


atio 


may  be 


/s/  Shirley  Hollos 

an  Easterner  who  would  prefer  to 

live  in  the  West  as  she 

remembers  it  in  the  50's  — 
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S   J   CREMBERC 

700  Coluabue  Ave  .  11 

New  York,  HY  1002% 


June  ?*,  1988 


Dear 


W...i 


> -r   concerns  the  Draft  Cody  Rasource  Hanagement  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Tha  plan  threatana  thia  araa  due  to  irapacta 
anticipated  from  nearly  uncontrolled  oil  and  gaa  development,  livestock 
grazing  and  ORV  uh 

The  Cody  Resource  Area  remains  the  laat  known  refuge  for  the  endangered 
blackfooted  ferret,  now  aurvlvlng  only  in  captivity.   There  are  18  known  cavaa 
of  national  and  international  significance  in  contributing  to  our 
understanding  of  the  peopling  of  North  America. 

Yet  the  BLH  proposes  to  release  98. 71  of  thess  lands  to  oil  and  gaa 

development.   The  Cody  RHP  also  falls  to  show  how  it  will  correct  the  serious 
and  ongoing  degradation  of  ecologically  important  wetland  areas  as  •  result  of 
overuse  by  livestock.   In  addition  the  RHP  projects  a  701  increase  in 
recreation  especially  ORV  use-without  assuring  that  such  use  will  be  managed 
appropriately. 


urge  you  to  take  these  facto 


into 


I  i. 


■tion  in  improving  the 


Yours  truly, 

/■/  Shlela  Creenberg 
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June  27,  1988 

Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  518 
Cody,   WY   82414 

Dear    Mr.    Ross: 


KECEIVEi 

068  M  30    AH  O  36 

KM  CODY  R.A. 


I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Cody  Resource  Management 
Plan  that  was  put  out  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Of  primary  concern  is  the  amount  of  land  that  is  being  released 
for  oil  and  gas  development.   The  area  in  question  is  critical 
for  wildlife  habitat,  and  oil  and  gas  development  would  seriously 
degrade  the  quality  of  that  wildlife  habitat.   It  would  also 
seriously  degrade  the  overall  scenic  values  which  are  vital  to 
continued  tourist  business.   Tourism  is  the  only  viable  long 
term  business  that  will  continue  to  Keep  the  economy  healthy  and 
preserve  these  lands  for  future  generations  to  enjoy.   The  "rape 
it  and  leave  it"  philosophy  does  not  make  sense  in  either  the 
short  term  or  long  term  time  span. 

Over-grazing  is  another  concern  that  degrades  the  land  and  leads 
to  erosion  and  take-over  by  undesirable  plants.   ORV  use  likewise 
causes  loss  of  valuable  land  resources,  and  should  be  limited  to 
existing  roads  and  trails. 

Overall  the  RMP  reflects  short  term  thinking  that  only  favors 
'quick  money'  solutions.  I  urge  you  to  look  at  the  long  term 
values  of  wildlife  and  land  conservation. 

At  the  very  least,  the  mouth  of  the  Clarks  Fork  river  must  be 
protected  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation.   You  cannot  ruin 
an  area  being  considered  for  protection  while  it  is  under  such 
consideration.   This  area  should  be  designated  an  Outstanding 
Natural  Area. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  plan.   I  trust 
(as  a  U.S.  citizen)  that  you  will  take  my  comments  seriously. 


C£A,i. 


Peter  Bennett 

14381  Cottonwood  Canyon 

Bozeman,   MT   59715 
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RECEIVES 

1*8  JUN  30  M»  &  37 
Kr.  Bob  Ross,  Team  Leadi'^ 
Bureau  of  Land  Managemei  '  _.^  ^qdy  R.fc. 
Cody  Resource  Area 
Cody.  Wyoming  82414 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

1  am  distressed  by  the  failure  of  the  recently  released  Draft  Resource 
lanagement  Plan  (RHP)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  to  adequately 

-  >-<<l  treasures  of  the  Cody  Resource  Area.  The  almost 
unrestricted  oil  and  nas  development,  heavy  livestock  qrazing  and  increasing 
off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use  that  your  draft  proposes  can  only  add  to  the 
serious  environmental  degradation  widely  evident  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area. 
The  overgrazed  slopes,  deteriorating  riparian  areas,  eroding  roads  and 
disappearing  winter  range  for  elk,  sheep,  moose  and  deer  are  all  testament 
to  the  need  for  a  RHP  that  will  not  only  preserve  this  important  region  as 
it  is  but  one  that  will  reverse  the  damaqes  already  inflicted. 

One  glaring  example  of  your  RMP's  failure  to  meet  these  needs  is  its 
lack  of  adequate  protection  for  the  mouth  of  Clarks  Fork  Canyon.  This  area 
should  be  designated  as  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area  and  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  and  it  should  be  managed  to  complement  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  recommendation  of  the  Forest  Service  in  the  adjacent  Shoshone 
■Jational  Forest. 

I  grew  up  on  a  cattle  ranch,  spent  seven  years  in  the  forest  products 
industry,  have  over  ten  years  experience  in  biological  research  and  education 
and  have  spent  every  free  moment  since  1 973  somewhere  in  the  backcountry  in 
and  around  Yellowstone.  I  appreciate  the  conflicting  demands  placed  upon 
the  lands  managed  by  your  agency.  I  also  know  your  management  plans  for  the 
succeeding  decade  may  be  your  final  chance  to  rid  yourself  of  the  sobriquet, 
Bureau  of  Land  Mismanagement. 

Please  accept  these  comments  in  the  vein  they  are  offered,  one  of 
constructive  criticism,  and  more  importantly,  adopt  the  recommendations  of 
the  Greater  Yellowstone  Coalition  in  your  Management  Plan. 
ou  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 


Robert  A.  Mize 

2713  Road  96 

Pasco,  Washington  99301 
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KCElVEi 


**  wor  «,* 


1069  Diamond  St. 
San  Diego,  Ca 
June  26,  1988 


"Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Cody  Resource  Area 
P.  0.  Box  518 
Cody,  Wyoming 


Dear  Sir, 


I  am  disturbed  that  the  Bureau's  draft  plan  for  the 
Cody  Resource  Area  fails  to  address  the  significant  wild- 
erness potential  of  this  scenic  area.   The  Cody  Resource 
Area  provides  important  habitat  for  rare  and  endangered 
species.   By  the  Bureau's  own  account,  wildlife  popula- 
tions will  diminish  if  the  provisions  of  the  draft  plan 
are  fully  implimented.   The  Cody  Resource  Area  has 
significant  recreation  potential  which  would  be  severely 
impacted  'by  the  draft  plan.   Fragile,  easily-eroded  areas 
would  be  seriously  degraded  by  unrestricted  livestock 
grazing  and  timber  overharvesting . 

I  strongly  oppose  the  emphasis  placed  on  resource 
'ion  presented  in  the  draft  plan.   Oil  and  gas 
leasing  should  be  restricted  to  less  environmentally- 
sensitive  area  and  eliminated  completely  from  important 
wildlife  habitat.   Livestock  grazing  should  be  strictly 
regulated  to  prevent  Furthtti  deterioration  of  range land a . 
Outdoor  recreational  vehicle  (ORV)  use  should  be  tig] 
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The  draft  plan  falla  to  protect  the  mouth  of 
Clark's  Pork  Canyon  which  has  been  proposed  for  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  status  by  the  Forest  Service.   This 
area  shoud  be  designated  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area 
or  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  in  order 
to  protect  its  sensitive  values. 

I  urge  you  to  adopt  a  leas  resourco-orlented  plan 
in  favor  of  one  which  recognizes  the  important  wildlife 
and  recreational  values  of  the  Cody  Resource  Area. 


lyz.vaj-uj 


Sincerely  yours. 

John  R.  Wulllch 
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Mr.    Bob   Ross 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  518 

Cody,  WY   82414 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

RE:   Cody  RMP/EIS 

On  behalf  of  the  Petroleum  Association  of  Wyoming  (PAU),  a  division  of  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association  whose  members  account  for  more  than  90Z 
of  the  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  production'  act ivlties  in  Wyoming,  please 
accept  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS). 


PAW  supports  the  pla 
enhance  opportunltie 
general,  the  plan  do 
Into  the  planning  pr 
alternative  D  as  the 
habitat  related  rest 
these  and  other  cone 


i  objective  for  minerals  management  "to  maintain  or 
;  for  mineral  exploration  and  development",  page  35.   In 
:s  a  commendable  Job  of  integrating  oil  and  gas  resources 
■cess.   We  cannot  concur,  however,  with  the  selection  of 
preferred  alternative  primarily  because  of  excessive 
•lctlons.   We  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  relay 
■rns  with  the  RMP/EIS. 


2| 


Lands  with  "no  surface  occupancy"  or  "nso"  restrictions  would  apparently  be 
closed  to  geophysical  exploration.   There  may  be  opportunities  in  "nso"  areas 
when  geophysical  operations  could  be  conducted  without  impact  to  the  surface. 
On  a  case-by-case  basis,  we  recommend  the  BLM  consider  approval  of  such 
activities.   If  the  lands  are  leased,  but  not  accessible,  seismic  surveys  may 
be  desirable  or  necessary  to  determine  the  extent  or  existence  of  an  oil  and 
gas  bearing  structure  for  drainage  purposes.   The  plsn  should  also  clarify 
thst  the  restriction  In  Its  present  form  applies  only  to  actual  "nso"  lands 
and  not  "no  surface  use"  lands  which  may  be  accessible  with  approval  by  the 
authorized  officer. 

The  draft  plan  indicates  (pages  36,  37)  there  will  be  oil  and  gas  reclamation 
plans  prepared  to  Improve  reclamation  In  old  fields,  new  fields  and  in  certain 
areas  of  grouse  and  big  game  habitat.   The  Intent  of  this  objective  is 
unclear.   Surface  use  and  reclamation  plans  are  required  to  be  filed  by  the 
operator  with  an  APD,  so  new  wells  and  fields  will  automatically  address 


Responses  to  Letter  56 


1.  The  NSO  lands  that  would  be  closed  to  geophysical  exploration  are 
shown  on  map  25  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  As  you  have  indicated,  these 
lands  do  not  include  the  areas  affected  by  "no  surface  use  or  activity" 
restrictions.  We  agree  that  some  geophysical  operations  could  be 
conducted  without  impact  to  the  surface.  For  this  reason,  we  have 
modified  the  plan  to  allow  casual  use  geophysical  exploration  on 
NSO  lands.  Casual  use  is  defined  in  43  CFR  3045.0-5(c). 

2.  An  oil  and  gas  field  reclamation  plan  is  a  comprehensive  plan  devel- 
oped in  cooperation  between  the  BLM  and  the  operator.  Its  purpose 
is  not  to  require  off-site  mitigation  or  to  impose  intensive  and  addi- 
tional mitigation  measures  on  existing  leases;  rather,  the  plan  is 
intended  to  provide  for  orderly  development,  reclamation  and  aban- 
donment in  oil  and  gas  fields.  For  example,  such  a  plan  might  be 
developed  to  devise  and  implement  a  systematic  or  sequential 
method  for  abandonment  rather  than  to  reclaim  an  entire  field  at  one 
time.  There  are  many  oil  and  gas  fields  in  the  Cody  planning  area 
that  have  been  in  operation  since  the  early  1900s  and  are  under  at 
least  secondary  phases  of  oil  recovery.  In  those  fields,  some  thought 
about  ultimate  abandonment  might  be  a  timely  consideration. 

Reclamation  plans  would  provide  for  the  orderly  reclamation  and 
abandonment  of  facilities  in  old  fields  that  are  no  longer  needed  for 
production.  In  other  fields,  such  a  plan  could  emphasize  develop- 
ment of  facilities  to  minimize  the  effects  of  necessary  disturbances, 
as  well  as  streamlining  the  BLM's  review  of  proposed  rights-of-way 
and  sundry  notices.  By  considering  development  and  reclamation 
needs  in  advance,  environmental  reviews  of  proposed  actions  could 
be  used  to  consider  groups  of  facilities  rather  than  a  single  facility 
at  a  time. 

Where  individual  facilities  are  analyzed,  an  overall  environmental  re- 
view of  the  field  in  the  reclamation  plan  would  expedite  site-specific 
environmental  reviews.  In  all  fields,  future  oil  and  gas  development 
and  reclamation  needs  would  be  considered  in  relation  to  antici- 
pated conflicts  with  other  resources  and  land  uses.  Orderly  field 
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Mr.  Bob  Ron 
P.j.  2 

June  28,  1988 


3 
4 


reclamation  concerns.   Specific  reclamation  problems  in  older  producing  fields 
should  be  handled  individually  with  the  field  operator  within  the  provisions 
of  the  lease.   Individual  field  activity  plana  should  not  be  necessary. 

If  ths  intent  of  the  field  reclamation  plana  is  to  require  off-site  mitigation 
for  wildlife  habitat,  PAW  objects  to  such  a  policy  aa  a  general  rule. 
Companies  should  not  be  routinely  required  to  reclaim  more  acreage  than  that 
which  Is  necessary  for  a  site-specific  operation.   Furthermore,  imposition  of 
intensive  and  additional  mitigation  measures  and  habitat  development 
requirements  would  most  likely  be  InconBistsnt  with  the  Intent  of  existing 
leaBes. 

The  draft  plan  indicates  2,272  oil  and  gas  wells  have  been  drilled  in  the 
resource  area  resulting  in  10,000  acres  of  surface  disturbance,  (psge  169). 
Statistics  also  show  there  are  currently  1,105  producing  wells.   The  text 
ahould  be  revised  to  explain  that  the  1,167  dry  hole  or  plugged  and  abandoned 
well  locations  have  been  reclaimed,  aa  well  as  portions  of  producing  well 
locstlons  which  are  greatly  contracted  upon  completion.   Full  recognition  of 
current  and  past  reclamation  efforts  will  substantially  decrease  the  total  net 
acreage  disturbed  by  oil  and  gas  activities. 


The  draft  plan  indicates  the  BLM  might  acqul 

that  produce  water  for  co 

discussion  concerning  cer 

water  (page  271).   To  dem 

to  the  resource  area,  it 

conversion  wells  and  lndi 

oil  and  gas  beneficial  use  dl 


11  and  gas  exploratory  wells 
irsion  to  water  wells.   There  is  also  considerable 
.n  riparian  areas  that  are  dependent  on  produced 
itrate  the  importance  of  produced  water 
ild  be  worthwhile  to  quantify  the  number  of 
e  the  amount  and  percentage  of  water  supplied  fro: 
charges. 


The  draft  plan  proposes  to  designate  portions  of  Carter  Mountain  an  ACEC  to 
protect  areas  of  unique  alpine  tundra  and  fragile  soils.   We  do  not  believe  it 
is  necessary  to  prohibit  oil  and  gas  activities  in  the  ACEC  on  alopes  of  more 
than  71  as  proposed.   An  operator  should  be  given  the  opportunity  to 
demonstrate  the  ability  to  protect  soils  on  slopes  greater  than  IX   through  use 
of  appropriate  mitigation.   This  proposed  slope  limitation,  which  is  close  to 
paved  highway  standards,  is  unnecessarily  restrictive,  does  not  recognize 
existing  technology  and  would  mandate  directional  drilling  which  may  not  be  a 
viable  access  option.   Adoption  of  alternative  B,  which  would  allow 
turbance  on  alopes  up  to  25Z,  would  provide  more  flexibility. 


di 


Portions  of  Chapman  Bench  (15,400  acres)  are  proposed  to  be  designated  an  ACEC 
to  protect  nesting  habitat.   No  surface  disturbing  activities  would  be  allowed 
if  unreclaimed  disturbance  would  exceed  5Z  (770  acres)  of  the  total  surface  of 
the  proposed  ACEC  at  any  given  time.   This  restriction  is  not  likely  to 
preclude  an  oil  and  gas  activity  averaging  3-4  acres  of  disturbance,  unless 
there  is  already  a  large  amount  of  unreclaimed  disturbed  surface  within  the 
proposed  ACEC.   Therefore,  the  amount  of  acreage  currently  disturbed  and  for 
what  purposes  must  be  properly  documented  at  this  time.   The  utilization  of  a 
threshold  level  to  preclude  surface  use  may  be  inconsistent  with  the  original 
intent  of  a  lease  and  subject  to  challenge. 
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We  are  very  concerned  with  the  policy  calling  for  imposition  of  an  "nso" 
stipulation  when  more  than  102  of  a  given  sage  grouse  or  sharp-tailed  grou 
habitat  area  would  be  affected,  unless  impacts  are  intensively  mitigated. 
Please  provide  the  scientific  data  upon  which  the  10Z  limitation  was  based 
We  oppose  the  use  of  a  threshold  limitation  whereby  an  operator  would 
apparently  be  forced  to  reclaim  lands  not  disturbed  by  their  own  activity. 


ere  are  several  other  wildlife-related  stipulations  which  we  believe  are 
necessarily  restrictive.   Most  of  the  proposed  setback  distances  are  more 
ringent  than  required  by  other  RMT's.   Please  provide  study  results  or  other 
ientific  evidence  which  demonstrates  that  these  more  extensive  buffer  areas 
distance  zones  are  necessary.   We  auggest  the  seasonal  restriction  on 
tivltles  within  a  two  mile  radius  of  lek  centers  be  reduced  to  one-half 
le.   A  time  of  day  avoidance  requirement  should  be  considered  instead  of  the 
arter  mile  seasonal  buffer  around  grouse  strutting  grounds.   Seasonal 
strictlons  would  be  sufficient  to  protect  peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat 
eas.   A  full-time  "nso"  should  not  be  necessary  to  provide  adequate 
otectlon  for  reestablishment  of  a  peregrine  falcon  population.   Also,  the 
oposed  "no  surface  use"  within  two-and-a-holf  miles  of  bald  eagle  ne!,ts 
uld  be  changed  to  one  mile  radius  during  nesting  periods,  and  still  provide 
equate  protection. 


draft  pla 
ck-footed 


i  poses 
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e  disturbance  in  high  value 
and  apparently  no  longer  allow  an 
tie  ferret  and  its  habitat.   To 
s  inconsistent  with  the  requirements 
for  modification  of  operations.   We 
nstrate  compatibility  of  a  planned 
native  A.   In  addition,  the  plan 

ed  ferret  habitat  areas  and 


o  prohibit  surf 

ery  habitat  are 

operator  to  modify  operations  to  protect 

automatically  prohibit  surface  occupancy 

Angered  Species  Act  which  alio 

strongly  recommend  the  opportunity  to  de 

i,  be  retained,  as  provided  in  alternative 
must  define  high,  moderate  and  low  value  black-fo 
how  they  differ  from  essential  habitat. 

In  regard  to  big  game  crucial  habitat  Including  winter  ranges  snd  elk  calving 
areas,  we  support  alternative  B  which  would  not  apply  the  seasonal 
restrictions  to  existing  KCS's  or  within  two  miles  of  KCS  boundaries.   This 
alternative  represents  an  attempt  to  recognize  the  value  of  subsurface  oil  and 
gas  resources.   While  our  intent  Is  not  to  endorse  a  general  disregard  for 
wildlife  concerns,  we  do  believe  access  for  exploration  and  production  of 
known  oil  and  gas  reserves  should  receive  high  consideration  In  identified  KCS 

<'d  In  new  fields  developed  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  Federal 
Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1987.   Winter  range  and  elk  calving  habitat  concerns 
could  be  addressed  on  a  site-specific  basis  within  all  areas  of  development  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  protect  the  resource  without  blanketing  entire  flelda 
ited  "no  surface  disturbance"  restrictions. 
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All  drafcad,  the  environmental  coneequencee  of  tli.  preferred  alternative, 
rh.pt. r  Four,  art  v.ry  difficult  to  compr.h.nd .   Tht  text  conic. ntly  r.f.r. 
buck  to  effecta  dttcrlb.d  In  other  alternative. .   For  example,  th.  affect,  on 
mineral,  axploratlon  and  dav.lopm.nt  from  reatrlcdona  on  .urfaca  dlaturbance 


development  and  reclamation  would  helptoavoid  many  of  these  con- 
flicts altogether. 

Although  these  goals  may  sound  ambitious,  we  anticipate  that  rec- 
lamation plans  will  vary  greatly  in  their  level  of  detail.  Individual  plans 
may  be  prepared  primarily  by  the  BLM  and  may  include  all  the  fea- 
tures described  above,  or  they  may  consist  of  the  BLM's  adoption 
of  plans  already  prepared  by  oil  and  gas  operators.  In  all  cases,  how- 
ever, the  plans  will  be  developed  with  the  concurrence  of  oil  and  gas 
operators. 

3.  We  agree  that  most  of  the  10,000  acres  of  disturbance  have  been 
reclaimed.  Our  purpose  in  describing  the  2,272  wells  drilled  in  the 
planning  area  was  to  discuss  the  level  of  past  activities.  We  have 
included  a  correction  in  the  "Additions  and  Corrections  for  Chapter 
3"  to  remove  the  reference  to  surface  disturbance. 

4.  There  seems  to  be  some  confusion  about  the  term  "produced  water." 
As  used  in  the  document,  "produced  water"  is  water  produced  with 
oil  from  a  well.  It  is  usually  disposed  of  by  reinjection,  discharged 
to  complete  containment  ponds  or,  after  treatment  for  removal  of 
oil,  discharged  to  surface  waters.  "Acquired  oil  and  gas  wells  that 
produce  water"  refers  to  an  abandoned  oil  and  gas  well  or  explor- 
atory well  that  is  developed  or  converted  into  a  water  well.  (See 
"Water  Well  Conversion  Criteria"  in  appendix  I  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

Produced  water  and  converted  oil  and  gas  wells  are  separate  entities 
each  providing  important  benefits.  As  you  have  indicated,  some  ripar- 
ian areas  that  are  dependent  on  produced  water  were  discussed  in 
the  draft  document.  However,  it  would  be  inappropriate  to  include 
inventory  information  of  the  detail  suggested  in  the  RMP/EIS.  This 
information  is  available  in  files  at  the  Worland  and  Cody  BLM  offices. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  22. 

6.  At  present,  disturbed  lands  in  the  Chapman  Bench  proposed  ACEC 
occupy  less  than  VS  of  one  percent  of  the  total  land  surface  in  the 
proposed  ACEC.  None  of  these  disturbances  are  related  to  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  development. 

7.  Numerous  published  studies  and  our  own  observations  in  the  plan- 
ning area  have  shown  that  the  application  of  seasonal  restrictions 
within  2  miles  of  the  strutting  ground  are  necessary  to  protect  local 
grouse  populations.  This  restriction  has  been  in  place  in  Wyoming 
since  1981  without  significantly  affecting  oil  and  gas  development. 
We  do  not  agree  that  a  '/2-mile  buffer  would  be  adequate 

The  strutting  ground  serves  as  a  center  of  yearlong  activity  for  the 
resident  grouse  population,  and  the  majority  of  sage  grouse  nesting 
attempts  occur  within  2  miles  of  the  strutting  ground.  During  devel- 
opment of  the  proposed  RMP,  we  evaluated  the  current  status  of  88 
sage  grouse  leks  in  the  planning  area  that  were  known  to  exist  in 
1976.  Of  these,  1 1  were  no  longer  active.  In  two  of  them,  exploratory 
oil  and  gas  wells  had  been  drilled  within  the  1/4-mile  buffer  zone 
proposed  for  NSO,  and  in  seven  leks,  more  than  10%  of  the  surface 
within  2  miles  of  the  strutting  ground  had  been  disturbed.  On  the 
basis  of  these  observations,  it  appears  likely  that  strutting  grounds 
can  be  lost  if  the  10%  threshold  is  exceeded. 

The  NSO  provision  within  %  mile  of  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds 
is  necessary  because  these  traditional  mating  arenas  are  used  each 
year.  Within  the  V*  mile  radius,  the  mating  arenas  frequently  move 
from  year  to  year.  A  "time  of  day"  avoidance  requirement  would  not 
afford  adequate  protection  because  surface  disturbances  and  many 
human  presence  disturbance  factors  (such  as  pipeline  construction, 
well  drilling,  noise,  and  equipment)  could  not  be  removed  in  the  eve- 
nings. If  the  required  mating  habitat  was  removed  during  the  day, 
it  could  not  be  restored  and  made  available  in  the  mornings  and  eve- 
nings when  the  birds  arrive  to  mate. 

The  NSO  restriction  on  new  leases  in  peregrine  falcon  recovery 
areas  affects  only  120  acres  in  areas  of  high  hydrocarbon  potential. 
Given  the  importance  and  potential  of  peregrine  falcon  recovery  in 
the  planning  area,  this  restriction  is  not  excessive. 

The  Greater  Yellowstone  Ecosystem  Bald  Eagle  Working  Team  rec- 
ommended a  minimum  2v?-mile  protective  buffer  around  active  bald 
eagle  nests  until  a  site-specific  management  plan  could  be  devel- 
oped We  defer  to  their  expertise.  This  restriction  would  have  no  sig- 
nificant impact  on  oil  and  gas  development  (see  pages  221  and  272 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 
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In  black-tooted  ferret  MiincUl  habitat  are  eald  to  be  the  nam  ae 
Alternative  A  In  the  llr.i  paragraph,  but  Alternate  i  .ragraph 

(page  272),   W«  reconend  the  final  plan  Include  n  complete  enalyeU 
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Implementation. 
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thcr*  '  'ion  by  atatlng  acceaa  lor  oil  and 

gae  exploration  could  ba  obtained  through  directional  drilling.   Many  factora, 
including  geology  and  coat,  determine  whether  directional  drilling  la 
We  caution  agalnat  a  reliance  on  directional  drilling  aa  a 
reasonable  aeana  ol    laaaa  accaaa,  particularly  if  aurface  lapacta  can  be 
properly  nltlgated. 


appreciate  the  oppor 


Doug  Dow 
Dave  Brown 
Fernando  Rlackgoat 
Alice  Frell  B< 
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The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  requires  that  the 
BLM  promote  the  conservation  and  recovery  of  federally  listed  spe- 
cies and  to  ensure  that  no  federal  action  (including  the  authorization 
of  oil  and  gas  activity)  will  adversely  affect  a  federally  listed  species 
or  its  habitat.  We  have  determined  that  the  steps  outlined  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  would  be  necessary  to  comply  with  these  mandates.  High, 
moderate,  and  low  value  black-footed  ferret  habitat  areas  corre- 
spond to  Class  II,  Class  III,  and  Class  IV  prairie  dog  colonies.  These 
colonies  differ  from  Class  I  colonies  (essential  black-footed  ferret 
habitat)  in  that  Class  I  colonies  are  known  to  have  been  occupied 
by  black-footed  ferrets. 

The  restrictions  proposed  for  big  game  winter  habitat  and  calving 
areas  are  seasonal  limitations  on  surface-disturbing  activities;  they 
are  not  "no  surface  disturbance"  restrictions.  In  addition,  concerns 
about  winter  range  and  calving  area  concerns  will  be  addressed  indi- 
vidually for  all  proposed  surface-disturbing  activities.  When  big 
game  animals  are  not  on  these  habitat  areas  and  would  not  be 
affected  by  human  presence  disturbances,  then  exceptions  to  sea- 
sonal restrictions  could  be  made  after  consultation  with  WGFD 

Chapter  4  of  this  final  document  contains  a  complete  summary  of 
environmental  consequences  for  the  proposed  plan 

We  appreciate  your  concern.  We  believe  chapter  4  of  this  final  doc- 
ument contains  a  better  description  of  potential  economic  effects 
associated  with  directional  drilling. 
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June  24,    1988 


WCEIVEB 

■LMCODYR.A. 


CGG  AMERICAN  SERVICES,  INC. 


Mr .   Bob  Ross 

BW 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.O.    Box  518 

Cody,  Wyoming  82214 

Dear  Mr  .  Ross : 

CGG  American  Services,  Inc.,  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  proposed  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan.  Though 
we  feel  a  good  attempt  has  been  made  to  prepare  a  document 
which  can  work  for  many  interests,  it  appears  the  geophysical 
industry  may  suffer  dramatically  if  the  draft  plan  is 
implemented. 

Our  foremost  concern  appears  to  be  in  the  implementation  of  the 
DEIS  for  geophysical  operations  off  roads.   It  is  implied  that 
our  operations  wi  1 1  be  restricted  from  off  road  travel  which 
will  virtually  halt  exploration  of  valid  leases  in  the 
majority  of  the  Resource  Area.  Our  requirement  to  provide  the 
Bureau  with  a  notice  of  intent  along  with  maps  to  show  the 
route  of  our  proposed  work  allows  the  PuM  to  know  the  extent  of 
each  proposal.  That  process  also  permits  the  insertion  of  site 
specific  restrictions  which  combine  to  avoid  impact  to  wildlife 
or  the  environment  which  is  in  contrast  to  most  other  off  road 
interests.  We  would  like  to  see  a  clear  statement  of  the  BUI 
:»licy  towards  geophysical  work  off  roads. 

Other  concerns  are  as  follows: 

-  On  no  surface  occupancy  leases  geophysical  work  must  proceed 
since  it  is  one  of  the  only  ways  which  would  remain  available 
to  the  explorationist  to  evaluate  the  lease.   If  drilling  is 
not  allowed,  seismic  work  must  occur  or  the  lease  has  no 
value. 

■  All  wildlife  restrictions  for  geophysical  work  should  be 
seasonal  and  then  only  if  the  animals  are  present.   Fbr 
example,  if  ferrets  are  found  the  boundary  of  the  prairie 
dog  colony  should  be  protected  and  activity  allowed  outside 
of  that  site  specific  area.   If  sage  grouse  leks  are 
active,  prohibit  operations  while  the  grouse  are  strutting 
and  allow  a  working  window  from  9  am  to  4  pm,  1/4  mile  from 
the  center  of  the  lek.   A  two  mile  restriction  is  neither 
necessary  not  reasonable  to  allow  the  birds  freedom  from 
disturbance.   If  bald  eagles  nest  in  an  area,  a  1  mile 
buffer  will  assure  sufficient  distance  as  is  the  case  for 
wintering  animals  on  a  winter  range. 


Responses  to  Letter  57 

1.  Surface  resources  would  be  adequately  protected  through  site- 
specific  evaluations  of  notices  of  intent  and  the  use  of  the  Wyoming 
BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines  for  surface-disturbing  activities. 
The  requirement  to  make  geophysical  exploration  subject  to  ORV 
limitations  has  been  removed  from  the  proposed  RMP. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  56. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56. 

4.  The  %  mile  or  visual  horizon  limitation  is  not  a  new  concept  for  his- 
toric trails.  It  has  been  a  standard  oil  and  gas  lease  stipulation  for 
a  number  of  years,  and  it  has  also  been  applied  to  other  surface- 
disturbing  activities.  The  intent  of  the  restriction  is  to  maintain  visual 
and  physical  qualities  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  significant  por- 
tions of  historic  trails.  This  restriction  would  not  apply  to  use  of  exist- 
ing disturbed  areas  or  to  activities  that  would  be  considered  "casual 
use." 

Operations  such  as  hand  placement  of  surface  equipment  and  other 
operations  that  do  not  disturb  the  surface  would  be  allowed  within 
the  corridor.  When  other  options  are  not  available,  perpendicular 
crossings  of  the  trails  may  be  authorized.  Generally,  sufficient  areas 
of  existing  ground  disturbance  are  present  to  allow  crossings  that 
do  not  affect  historic  trail  remains. 

5.  We  agree  that  communication  with  the  public  about  proposed  seis- 
mic operations  will  help  to  alleviate  public  concerns.  However,  the 
proposed  RMP  would  still  restrict  geophysical  exploration  to  casual 
use  activities  on  recreation  lands  subject  to  NSO  restrictions.  These 
lands  would  include  the  "special  management  areas"  described  on 
pages  11  and  12  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Also  please  see  the  response 
to  comment  1  of  letter  56. 
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Ross  -   BLM 

■ 
6/24/88 


-  Cultural  Resource  clearance  must  t*>  secured  in  the  went  that 
<i  geophysical  operation  might  affect  a  significant  feature  or 
one  that    is  eligible  for    inclusion    in   the  National    Regl 

of  Historic  Places.      In   those  areas  whei 

protection  of  the  site  by  the   use  contemplated    for    the   land 

ts  the  main  objective.      To  place  an  additional    1 

restriction  around   those  sites  when   the  operation  does  not 

affect   it,  especially  when  the  at.  ling  for 

some  distance,   will    cause  additional   unnecoss.ir 

Mlowing  operations  to  approach  the   trail    or    site,   permitting 

icross   it,  and  hand  placement  of  surface 
equipment  will  provide  protection  of  the  resou 

-  Seismic  operations  can  occur   in  close  proximity  to  reel 

so  long  as  communication    is  established   between   the  various 

rests.     Work  around   river    floaters,   operations    in  open 
areas  during  hunting  season,  can  be  accommodated    if  our 
industry  coordinates  with  the  public.     We  would  propose  that 
when  working   near    recreation  areas    (campgrounds,    fishing 
areas,  etc.)    we  be  given    the   responsibility  to  contact    those 
other    interests  to  coordinate  our  mutual    concerns.      Much  less 
confusion  will    result  and   less  restrictive  operations  can 
occur. 

We  trust    that    a  meaningful    consideration  of  our  concerns  will 
result   in  a  clearer  picture  for  our    industry  ami 
work  effectively  without    undue  restriction  while  continuing   to 
demonstrate  our   regard  for  the  concerns  of  the  Cody  Res* 
Area.      While    it     is  difficult    to  choose  a  single  alternat  Lve 
which  best   reflects  the  concerns  we  have  stated    in   this 
we  feel   that  alternative  D,    if   it  could   incorporate  our 
issues,  would  be   the  most    logical. 

Please  contact  me    if   you  have  any  questions  and   thanks  again 
for  the  chance  to  express  our 


Sincerely 


F.  y^yTtoodward 
Penfiit  Supervisor 


cc:   Charles  Darden,    1AGC 
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CELSIUS  ENERGY* 

...  .   Ii/H  tQUi  rU*. 

June  28,    1988 


Mr.  Bob  Roes 

Planning  Project  Manager 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  518 

Cody,  WY  82214 


RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  CODY  RESOURCE  AREA 


Dea 


Hi 


Roi 


Celsius  Energy  Company  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the 
Cody  Resource  Area.   Celsius  believes  the  BLH  has  done  a  good  job  In 
preparing  the  plan  document  but  wishes  to  point  out  several  Issues  that 
need  to  be  addressed. 


I) 


3| 


Celsius  is  concerned  with  the  operating  parameters  for  the 
Career  Mountain  Proposed  ACEC.   The  BLM  indicates  that 
surface-disturbing  activities  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  would  be  ■  prohibited  on  slopes  grentcr  than  seven 
percent.   A  Beven  percent  grade  limitation  is  the  same  as  used 
for  paved  highways  and  should  not  be  applied  to  oil  and  gas 
access  roads'.   An  oil  and  gas  operator  should  be  able  to 
satisfactorily  mitigate  adverse  impacts  associated  with  access 
acroas  alpine  tundra  terrain.   Technology  doea  exist  to  operate 
in  this  type  of  terrain  as  demonstrated  In  Alaska  where  it  has 
been  quite  successful. 

Celsius  la  disturbed  with  the  restrictions  the  BLM  has  Indicated 
It  will  place  on  seismic  exploration.   Tha  BLM  states  that 
geophysical  work  will  not  be  allowed  In  areas  subject  to  a  no 
surface  occupancy.   We  do  not  believe  such  a  restriction  csn  be 
Justified.   Seismic  cjcplorotlon  techniques  urc  avail  obi*  which 
do  not  cause  damage  to  surface  resources.   Therefore.  Celsius 
would  recommend  the  BLM  to  rescind  this  restriction  and  to 
identify  what  types  of  seismic  method*  are  acceptable  In  the 
areas. 

In  regard  to  hazardous  material  guidelines  on  page  24,  It  is  not 
clear  as  to  what  the  BLM  considers  a  hazardous  material. 
Celsius  could  find  no  definition  In  the  planning  document.   Ue 
also  recommend  the  BLM  identify  Its  statutory  reference.   The 
state  of  Wyoming  currently  has  in  place  a  federally-approved 


Responses  to  Letter  58 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  22. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  56. 

3.  The  "Additions  and  Correction  for  the  Appendixes"  contain  further 
discussion  concerning  hazardous  materials. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  56. 

5.  The  proposed  plan  suggests  that  off-site  mitigation  could  be  used 
in  sage  grouse  habitat  areas  and  in  the  Chapman  Bench  proposed 
ACEC  if  it  appeared  that  certain  thresholds  would  be  reached  for 
total  unreclaimed  surface  disturbances.  These  thresholds  would  be 
10%  for  sage  grouse  habitat  areas  (301  acres  within  2  miles  of  a  sage 
grouse  lek)  and  5%  (770  acres)  for  the  Chapman  Bench  proposed 
ACEC. 

Off-site  mitigation  would  not  be  required  unless  it  would  be  the  only 
means  remaining  to  meet  management  objectives  for  limiting  sur- 
face disturbance.  Management  would  emphasize  early  identification 
of  potential  conflicts  so  that  appropriate  mitigative  measures  could 
be  implemented  before  thresholds  were  reached.  So  far,  it  appears 
that  the  10%  threshold  could  be  reached  in  two  of  88  sage  grouse 
habitat  areas  in  the  planning  area,  and  on  the  basis  of  projections 
of  future  activities  it  appears  unlikely  that  the  5%  threshold  would 
be  reached  in  the  Chapman  Bench  proposed  ACEC.  For  these  rea- 
sons, we  believe  that  off-site  mitigation  would  be  applied  rarely  and 
in  limited  circumstances. 

6.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56. 
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Mr.  Bob  Roaa 
Jut!.  28.  1988 
Fag.  2 


31 
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61 


hai.rdou.  vaaca  program  which  la  administrated  In  accordance 
vlch  05HA  and  SERA  requirements.   Calalua  ballavaa  thle 
requirement  ahould  ba  lncorporatad  Into  cha  plan. 

Tha  BLM  haa  lndlcacad  chat  approxlmat.lv  10,000  acraa  of  aurfaca 
dlaturbanca  occurred  dua  co  cha  drilling  of  2,272  walla. 
Houavar,  no  mention  la  nada  of  cha  face  chat  moat  of  ch.a.  v.ll. 
alcaa  hava  alr.ady  baan  raelalmad  In  tha  Cody  Raaourca  Araa  ovar 
ch.  paac  10  yaara.  Tha  BLM  furch.r  atataa  that  72  walla  hava 
baan  drilled  In  th«  Cody  Raaourca  Araa  ovar  tha  laat  10  yaara. 
Slxtv  valla  wara  dry  holaa  and  ona  waa  a  ahut-ln.   It  would  aa.m 
that  all  but  11  of  chaaa  walla  ahould  hava  baan  raelalmad  and 
now  Laving  l.aa  Chan  44  acraa  of  dlaturbad  land.  Tha  RIM  muac 
ravlaa  lta  data  to  raflacc  ch.  reclamation  which  haa  already 
been  achieved  In  the  Cody  Raaourca  Area. 

It  la  uncleer  ee  to  why  the  BLM  haa  Included  off-alt.  mitigation 
requlremente.   Off-ale.  mitigation  place,  compenlee  ac  a 
dlaadvancage  becauae  they  could  ba  eubjece  co  Individual 
lnt.rpr.tatlona  by  the  area  manager.  011  and  gaa  companlee 
ahould  only  ba  reaponalble  for  on-alte  mitigation  meaaur.a. 
Calelua  atrongly  objacta  to  a- year-round  2S  mile  no  aurfaca 
occupancy  radlua  for  bald  eagle  neaca.   Calalua  would  like  to 
propoaa  a  1  mile  radlua  and  then  only  during  neatlng  p.rloda. 


In  aummary.  Calalua  bellevea  tha  BLM  haa  done  an  admirable  job  In 
preparing  a  land  uae  plen  for  the  Cody  Reaource  Area.  However,  Celalua 
cannot  aupport  the  Preferred  alternetlv.  "D"  becauae  It  propoaea  to 
uclllre  unwarranted  and  unneeded  reatrlctlve  atlpulatlons  In  many  wild- 
life areas.   Furthermore,  the  BLM  exhibited  dependence  upon  off-site 
mitigation  which  haa  been  eliminated  by  the  BLM  In  Waahlngton,  D.  C. 
Calalua  atrongly  recommenda  the  BLM  conalder  making  tha  changes  we  have 
recommended  In  our  comments  and  Incorporate  them  In  the  final  EIS  and 
RMP. 

Sincerely. 


CELSIUS  ENERGY  COMPANY 

C.  Gregory  Francis 

Division  Exploraelon  Manager 


INFO  COPIES:   R.  J.  Gill,  Jr. 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  VII 
999  18th  STREET  -  SUITE  5cff£l'£',,'^ 
DENVER,  COLORADO     8O2O«^j2j0(|330    AH  O  50 

JUN  27  1988       ILh:odyr.a. 


Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.  O.  Box  518 

Cody,  Wyoming   82414 


Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

In  accordance  with  the  Ma 
and  our  responsibilities  under 
Region  VIII  Office  of  the  Envi 
reviewed  the  referenced  docume 
project  were  sent  on  September 
during  the  draft  RMP/EIS  proce 
environmental  conditions  and  e 
are  also  focused  on  the  RMP  as 
...  uses  of  the  public  lands  a 
(page  l).  We  believe  that  the 
better  advantage  of  opportunit 
values . 


Cody  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (RMP/EIS) 


tlonal  Environmental  Policy  Act  ( NEPA I 
Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the 

ronmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has 
t.   EPA's  scoping  concerns  on  the 
5,  1986.   Communication  opportunities 
s  were  appreciated.   In  addition  to 

ffects,  our  enclosed  detailed  comments 
"a  comprehensive  framework  for  managing 
d  resources  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area" 
attitude  of  Alternative  C  would  take 

ies  to  improve  the  different  public  land 


Based  on  our  concerns  and  the  criteria  EPA  has  established  to  rate 
adequacy  of  draft  EISs  we  have  rated  this  draft  RMP/EIS  as  Category 
EO-2  (environmental  objections-insufficient  information).   A  summary  of 
our  EIS  rating  definitions  is  enclosed. 

we  support  the  attention  given  to  aquatic  resources.   However,  we 
found  insufficient  Information  on  both  the  extent  of  existing 
violations  of  State  water  quality  standards  ( WQS I  (existing/designated 
beneficial  uses,  use  protection  criteria,  and  antidegradatlon 
requirements),  and  the  RMP/EIS  direction  for  consistently  meeting  WQS. 
Policies  on  repairing  or  restoring  in-stream  beneficial  uses  protected 
by  State  WQS  and  the  Clean  Water  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Water  Quality 
Act  of  1987  (CWA/WQA),  that  are  Impacted  by  surface-disturbing 
activities  should  be  clarified.   Several  questions  are  raised  on  the 
management  and  Impact  of  produced  water  discharges  from  oil  and  gas 
operations.   We  also  would  like  to  have  BLM • s  comprehensive  CWA/WQA 
monitoring  program  Included  as  part  of  an  implementation  chapter  or 
appendix.  K 


Responses  to  Letter  59 

1.  The  summaries  of  alternatives  to  which  you  refer  (pages  i  and  7  in 
the  draft  RMP/EIS)  are  brief  and  general.  The  management  actions 
for  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  would  not  be  simply  a  continuation  of 
current  management  practices.  All  programs  and  activities  dis- 
cussed inthedocumentincludemanagementactions  that  would  ben- 
efit habitat.  Some  such  actions  are  restrictions  on  surface-disturbing 
activities  and  the  management  actions  for  watershed,  livestock  graz- 
ing, lands  and  realty,  and  minerals. 

2.  Some  surface-disturbing  activities  may  lead  to  contamination  of 
groundwater,  given  the  right  set  of  circumstances.  These  activities 
would  be  limited  both  in  time  and  space  and  therefore  were  not  dis- 
cussed at  this  level  of  the  planning  process.  Every  management 
action  the  BLM  permits  (such  as  reservoir  construction  and  oil  and 
gas  exploration)  is  preceded  by  a  site-specific  environmental  anal- 
ysis, during  which  the  potential  for  groundwater  impacts  and  the 
need  for  mitigation  requirements  would  be  addressed. 

3.  We  did  not  intend  to  imply  there  was  an  interagency  agreement.  The 
reference  was  to  separate  water  quality  plans  of  the  agencies  named. 

4.  Please  see  general  response  1  regarding  activity  planning. 

5.  The  8,300  acres  cited  in  Alternative  C  are  wetland/riparian  habitat 
and  potential  habitat  areas  that  could  be  improved  or  created.  (The 
habitat  that  could  be  created  is  associated  primarily  with  ephemeral 
and  intermittent  streams.)  The  number  of  riparian  zones  along  the 
stream  reaches  listed  on  page  323  have  not  yet  been  determined. 

6.  It  should  not  be  assumed  that  tradeoffs  are  necessary  to  accomplish 
the  objectives  for  management  of  riparian  zones.  In  many  cases,  the 
increased  forage  production  for  livestock  would  occur  on  upland 
sites.  This  would  help  to  accomplish  riparian  zone  management 
objectives  by  attracting  livestock  away  from  riparian  zones. 

7.  The  best  management  practices  referred  to  in  the  RMP  are  those  that 
have  been  or  will  be  developed  by  the  Wyoming  DEQ. 
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EPA  Is  concerned  about  the  extensive  amount  of  wetlands,  riparian 
area,  and  aquatic  systems  that  are  In  either  a  deteriorated  condition 
or  trend,   we  found  Insufficient  detail  on  management  standards  and 
Guidelines  that  will  form  the  basis  for  achieving  the  Improvements 
claimed  In  the  document.   We  feel  that  less  discretion  should  be 
shifted  to  the  activity  planning  stage.   Alternative  C  appears  to 
provide  a  more  appropriate,  assertive  approach  to  correcting  the  long- 
standing problems.   We  have  questions  regarding  the  correct  amount  of 
vetlande  and  riparian  area  that  need  to  be  addressed  by  the  preferred 
alternative. 

EPA  recommends  additional  Information  on:   ground  water 
conditions;  vulnerability  of  ground  water  resources  to  Impacts; 
existing  and  potential  Impacts  to  ground  water  from  BLM-approved 
activities;  and  relationships  between  surface  disturbance  activities 
and  ground  water  recharge/contamination. 

The  State  of  Wyoming  Is  currently  In  the  process  of  revising  Its 
water  quality  standards  regulations,   we  encourage  the  BLM  to  be  part 
of  thl6  process  and  be  aware  of  the  applicability  of  any  new 
requirements  that  may  apply  to  streams  on  BLM  lands.   The  Wyoming 
contact  person  Is  John  Wagner  In  Cheyenne  (777-7075)  and  the  EPA 
contact  person  Is  Bill  Wuerthele  (303-293-1586). 

We  would  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  discuss  with  the  BLM  Its 
proposed  responses  and  RMP/EIS  revisions  relating  to  EPA  concerns  prior 
to  publishing  the  final  document.   Our  experience  has  shown  such  a 
process  to  be  beneficial  in  helping  prevent  unresolved  concerns  at  the 
RMP/Flnal  EIS  stage.   Please  contact  Doug  Lofstedt  of  my  staff 
(303-293-1462)  as  needed  for  further  EPA  coordination. 

Sincerely, 


Robert  R.  DeSpaln,  Chief 
Environmental  Policy  Branch 
Policy  and  Management  Division 


Enclosures 


BLM  Worland  District  Office 

Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

NRDC 
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EPA  DETAILED  COMMENTS  ON  THE  BLM  DRAFT 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

STATEMENT  FOR  THE  CODY  RESOURCE  AREA,  WY 


Many  of  our  detailed  comments  deal  with  water  quality  and 
ecological  integrity  of  aquatic  resources.   Consequently,  our  review 
emphasizes  consistency  with: 

o    Wyoming's  water  quality  standards  ( WQS )  and  water  quality 
management  program; 

o     Federal  agency  leadership  responsibilities  to  protect  and 
enhance  the  quality  of  aquatic  resources  through  meeting 
applicable  standards  (Executive  Orders  (EOs)  11752  and  12088 
and  Clean  Water  Act  Section  313); 

o  requirements  for  RMP  consistency  with  "officially  approved  or 
adopted  resource  related  plans,  and  the  policies  and  programs 
contained  therein,  of  other  Federal  agencies.  State  and  local 
governments"  (43  CFR  Part  1610.3-2); 

o    Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  ( FLPMA )  policies  to 
"protect  the  quality  of  ecological,  environmental,  ...  and 
...  water  resource  ...  values"  (Section  102(a)(8))  and  to 
meet  applicable  State  and  Federal  "pollution  control  laws" 
and  water  pollution  "standards  or  implementation  plans" 
(Section  202(c)(8)); 

o    the  Clean  Water  Act,  as  amended  by  the  water  Quality  Act  of 
1987  (CWA/WQA),  objective  to  "achieve  and  maintain  physical, 
chemical,  and  biological  integrity  of  the  nation's  waters" 
(Section  101(a));  and 

o     "NONPOINT  SOURCE  CONTROLS  AND  WATER  QUALITY  STANDARDS" 

guidance  (August  19,  1987)  from  Chapter  2  of  EPA's  Water 
Quality  Standards  Handbook. 

Pages  1  and  7  -  Given  the  existing  degradation  of  aquatic  systems 
described  on  pages  204  and  208,  we  do  not  agree  that  the  preferred 
alternative  should  just  continue  the  current  management  practices  for 
fish  habitat. 

Page  4  -  Under  Effects  to  Be  Considered,  what  general  relationship 
exists  between  surface  disturbing  activities  and  degradation  of 
recharge  to  the  subsurface?  These  effects  need  to  be  considered  In 
certain  cases  where  surface  disturbance  may  lead  to  contamination  of 
the  ground  water  resource. 


8.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

9.  The  protection  of  watershed  would  be  improved  (compared  to  ex- 
isting management)  under  the  proposed  action  because  the  use  of 
ORVs  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails  in  some 
watershed  priority  areas  and  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails  else- 
where. 

10.  The  title  for  map  17  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  was  in  error,  it  should  have 
said  "Alternatives  C  and  D." 

The  500-foot  setbacks  apply  to  all  surface  water  and/or  riparian 
areas.  You  may  assume  that  all  habitat  areas  shown  on  map  49  and 
any  wetland/riparian  areas  not  shown  would  be  protected  by  the  set- 
back. 

1 1 .  The  per-acre  figure  for  annual  soil  loss  is  an  estimated  average  based 
on  total  annual  tonnage  and  total  area.  The  loss  figures  for  individual 
areas  will  depend  on  the  kinds  and  intensity  of  impacts  in  each  area. 
It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  analysis  to  project  actual  loss  figures 
per  acre  for  each  area.  The  per-acre  loss  for  a  given  area  may  be 
very  high  relative  to  the  loss  tolerance  if,  for  example,  there  is  exca- 
vation, or  it  may  be  very  low  if  the  effects  are  primarily  due  to  mod- 
erate levels  of  grazing. 

12.  We  expect  some  degree  of  improvement  in  all  "I"  and  "M"  category 
allotments.  Many  areas  now  in  poor  condition  will  be  improved  to 
fair  condition.  In  addition,  some  improvement  may  occur  that  will 
not  result  in  a  change  in  ecological  condition  class;  for  example, 
many  lands  in  "low"  poor  condition  would  be  improved  to  "high" 
poor  condition,  and  the  same  would  be  true  for  rangelands  in  the 
fair  condition  class.  On  rangelands  where  the  class  improves  from 
poor  to  fair,  and  even  where  lands  change  from  "low"  to  "high"  in 
the  same  ecological  condition  class,  improved  vegetative  quality 
also  will  benefit  soil  stability,  water  quality,  and  wildlife  habitat. 

We  estimate  that  the  range  condition  will  improve  by  at  least  one 
condition  class  on  approximately  230,000  acres  (28%  of  the  part  of 
the  planning  area  that  has  been  inventoried).  The  existing  condition 
would  be  at  least  maintained  (that  is,  no  change  or  a  slight  improve- 
ment) on  25%  more.  Weconsiderthis  a  relatively  significant  improve- 
ment from  the  existing  vegetative  condition  and  trend 

13.  Please  see  general  response  1,  in  which  the  tiers  of  the  BLM's  plan- 
ning system  are  described. 

14.  The  management  of  fisheries  would  change  from  current  manage- 
ment under  the  proposed  plan.  All  of  chapter  2  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
contains  management  implications  for  fisheries,  not  just  page  49.  All 
programs  and  activities  would  be  managed  to  improve  aquatic  sys- 
tems. Management  actions  would  include  restrictions  on  surface- 
disturbing  activities,  ORV  limitations,  improvement  of  wildlife  habitat 
including  wetlands,  development  of  activity  plans  to  improve 
watershed,  use  of  best  management  practices  (BMPs),  and  local  re- 
ductions in  livestock  grazing  use,  to  name  a  few. 

15.  The  determination  of  "no  adverse  effects"  on  water  resources  and 
related  resources  in  the  proposed  ACECs  was  made  on  the  basis 
of  anticipated  levels  of  surface-disturbing  activities  and  other  land 
use  activities  projected  for  the  next  10  to  20  years. 

16.  Pages  185  through  193  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are  in  chapter  3,  "The 
Affected  Environment"  of  the  draft.  Impacts  are  discussed  in  chapter 
4,  "Environmental  Consequences ." 

17  The  BLM  does  not  function  as  a  water  data  collection  agency,  al- 
though it  does  occasionally  conduct  level  II  water  quality  monitoring 
consisting  of  periodic  grab  samples.  This  level  of  monitoring  is  insuf- 
ficient to  make  judgments  against  water  quality  standards  for  com- 
pliance. In  Wyoming,  anti-degradation  requirements  pertain  only  to 
Class  I  waters.  There  are  no  Class  I  waters  in  the  planning  area.  Any 
degradation  of  Class  II  water  is  within  acceptable  levels  under  Wyo- 
ming water  quality  regulations. 

The  level  of  environmental  analysis  for  groundwater  resources 
requested  by  the  EPA  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  RMP  The  same 
is  true  for  documentation  of  geohydrologic  information  Before  the 
BLM  would  authorize  any  surface-disturbing  activity,  site-specific 
environmental  analyses  would  be  conducted  in  which  groundwater 
and  geohydrologic  conditions  would  be  considered  as  appropriate. 
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We  are  not  avar*  of  any  mt»r  aqtncy  agreement  thst  "the  alternatives 
meet  guld*lln«»  for  reduction  of  sedlmontat ion  and  -talinity,  as  stated 
In  water  quality  plane  of  the  ctate  of  Wyoming  and  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency"  (page  4). 

Pages  S,  10,  and  Appendix  B  -  It  Is  not  clear  that  BLH  has  requirements 
for  restoring  ln-stream  beneficial  uses  protected  by  State  WQS  and  the 
CWA/WQA,  e.  g.r  cold  water  aquatic  life,  if  Impaired  by  surface- 
disturbing  activities  (refer  to  40  CFR  Part  1508.20  for  the  five  step 
approach  to  mitigation). 

Page  to  -  The  setback  requirements  for  surface  disturbing  activities 
appear  to  have  no  correlation  to  specific  in-stream  requirements  for 
protecting  aquatic  health/resources  under  the  CWA/wqa. 

Pages  32  and  148  -  We  support  the  assertive  wetland/riparian  management 
emphasis  of  Alternative  C.   We  feel  that  It  Is  an  appropriate. 
Intensive  response  to  dealing  with  the  current  situation  in  which  95 
percent  of  the  inventoried  wetland/riparian  area  is  in  poor  ecological 
condition  (page  191).   Is  8,300  acres  the  correct  amount  needing 
restoration  and/or  adequate  management  (since  only  1,797  acres  are 
shown  as  inventoried  on  page  191  and  17,200  acres  of  wet land/riparian 
area  is  shown  on  page  208)7   How  many  acres  of  riparian  zones  in 
unsatisfactory  condition  are  included  in  the  list  on  page  323?  what 
will  happen  to  the  6,500  acres  of  unprotected  wetlands  and  riparian 
area  under  the  preferred  alternative  (compared  to  Alternative  O? 
Further  information  is  needed  to  document  that  Executive  Order  M990 
(Protection  of  Wetlands)  requirements  to  "take  action  to  minimize  the 
destruction,  lose  or  degradation  of  wetlands,  and  to  preserve  and 
enhance  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of  wetlands  in  carrying  out 
the  agency's  responsibilities  for  ...  managing  ...  Federal  lands"  would 
be  fully  incorporated  into  any  of  the  action  alternatives. 
Additionally,  the  use  of  only  off-site  water  sources  or  grazing 
elimination  does  not  address  other  effective  state  of  the  art 
management  techniques. 

Page  34  -  The  trade-offs  of  developing  range  improvement  projects  that 
both  increase  livestock  forage  and  enhance  watershed  and 
wetland/riparian  area  values  should  be  described  for  Alt.  D. 

Pages  44,  45,  341  -  We  commend  plans  to  use  best  management  practices 
(BMPs)  from  the  applicable  areawide  water  quality  management  plan  "To 
reduce  sediment  loadings"  in  priority  areas.   However,  the  BMP  appears 
to  infer  that  BMPs  Insure  compliance  with  FLPMA  and  CWA/wqa 
requirements.   Such  compliance  is  not  necessarily  the  case.   BMPs  are 
part  of  the  program  for  insuring  compliance.    Measuring  wqs  compliance 
is  then  accomplished  through  the  water  quality  monitoring  program. 
Further  documentation  is  needed.   More  of  the  state  of  the  art  grazing 
management  BMPs  should  be  listed.   A  manual  on  range  management  BMPs  is 
being  prepared  for  EPA  and  should  be  available  in  February  1989.   Is 
BLM  referring  to  its  own  BMPs  by  referring  to  use  of  BMPs  in  the 
Wyoming  Bighorn  Basin  plans? 
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We  ask  chat  the  RMP/EIS  set  mote  specific  objectives  to  be  achieved  in 
the  new  watershed  activity  plans.  What  is  the  schedule  foe  requesting 
funds  tor  doing  the  plans? 

Page  49  -  We  strongly  support  the  emphasis  on  improving  and  enhancing 
wetlands  and  fisheries  habitat.   However,  as  stated  in  prior  comments. 
it  is  not  clear  that  all  wetland,  riparian  areas,  and  aquatic  habitat 
that  need  improvement  are  covered  by  this  action  item.   We  also  suggest 
more  specific  recognition  of  grazing  controls  as  a  management  practice. 

Map  12  -  OBV  restrictions  under  Alternative  C  correspond  more  closely 
to  the  watershed  planning  areas  shown  on  Hap  17  than  the  restrictions 
under  the  preferred  alternative  (Map  13).   Consequently,  we  request 
further  documentation  of  riparian/aquatic  resource  protection  from  OBV 
damage . 
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Map  17  -  Why  ace    the  watershed  planning 
Alternative  C? 

Maps  23.  24.  and  25  -  Setbacks  for  oil  and  gas  activities  corresponding 
to  stream/riparian  areas  shown  on  Map  49  should  be  shown. 

Page  111  -  We  support  continued  efforts  to  designate  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC) 

■Pages  147.  246.  263.  273  -  "Most  of  the  6oils  ...  have    [soil  loss] 

tolerances  of  less  than  2  tons  per  acre  per  year"  (page  225).   However, 
leurrent  soil  loss  i6  about  3.76  tons  per  acre  per  year,  of  which  about 
I 2 . 4S  tons  is  resulting  from  management  activities  (page  227).   There  is 
I in6uf f icient  information  on:  whether  planned  reductions  in 

elerated  erosion"  for  any  of  the  action  alternatives  will  result  in 
Imeeting  the  soil  los6  tolerances;  the  statutory  base  for  not  meeting 
■tolerance  levels;  and  on  the  long  term  impacts  to  soil  productivity. 

I  Pages  147  and  275  -  Without  additional  documentation,  we  do  not  agree 
that  58  percent  of  rangeland  vegetation  should  still  be  in  fair  or  poor 
condition  after  20  year6  under  the  preferred  alternative.   FLPMA 
requires  protection  of  the  quality  of  "ecologica 1"  values.   What  are 
the  regulations  to  meet  the  requirement?  What  are  the  implications  on 
other  associated  resource  values? 

Page6  148.  and  275-277  -  The  summary  of  impacts  on  water  resources  only 
discusses  predicted  6alt  and  sediment  reduction  rather  than  meeting 
FLPMA  and  CWA/WQS  requirements  and.  as  a  result,  is  insufficient. 

I  Page  149  -  Since  the  preferred  alternative  would  manage  fisheries  the 
same  as  current  management  (page  49).  which  i6  resulting  in  "About  140 
miles  of  perennial  stream  channels  ...  in  a  declining  trend,  and  35  of 
the  73  stable  mile6  ...  in  poor  condition"  (page  204).  we  are  not 
assured  that  new  allotment  plans  alone  will  insure  substantial 
improvement.   We  do  not  believe  that  the  objectives  for  fi6h  habitat 


Information    on    degraded    aquatic    systems    is    currently    being 
obtained  for  inclusion  in  the  forthcoming  Cody  wetlands  HMP 

18.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter. 

19.  The  wording  about  produced  water  discharge  facilities  and  oil  and 
gas  reclamation  practices  was  intended  to  describe  potential 
impacts  that  could  occur  in  the  absence  of  performance  standards 
and  mitigations.  In  fact,  standards  and  mitigations  are  part  of  our 
authorizations  for  such  activities,  and  we  are  avoiding  the  impacts 
described  on  the  pages  to  which  you  referred.  It  was  not  our  intention 
to  imply  there  would  be  violations  of  the  National  Pollution  Dis- 
charge Elimination  System  (NPDES).  The  NPDES  program  isadmin- 
istered  and  enforced  by  the  Wyoming  DEQ.  The  BLM's  involvement 
is  to  spot  check  discharges  on  public  lands  for  compliance. 

20.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter. 

21.  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  We  will  consider  contacting  FmHA 
in  the  future. 

22.  Greater  detail  will  be  contained  in  AMPs  and  other  activity  plans,  as 
is  described  in  general  response  1. 

23.  The  detailed  information  you  request  would  be  more  properly 
handled  in  developing  an  activity  plan,  for  example,  the  forthcoming 
wetlands  HMP.  The  tiers  of  the  BLM  planning  system  are  explained 
fully  in  general  response  1. 

24.  Sediment  is  a  difficult  water  quality  parameter  to  measure  because 
of  its  variability  with  discharge  and  time.  It  is  impossible  to  establish 
sediment  discharge  relationships  and  trends  for  every  drainage  rec- 
ommended for  monitoring;  therefore,  it  has  been  suggested  that  mod- 
eling techniques  could  be  used  to  estimate  the  effects  of  various 
BMPs  on  sediment  yields  and  loads  and  that  it  could  then  be 
assumed  that  these  changes  are  in  fact  occurring  through  BMP  imple- 
mentation. 

25.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

26.  The  BLM  is  fully  aware  of  the  new  NPS  control  program  (section  319) 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  The  BLM  will  share  experience  and  expertise 
by  cooperating  with  and  assisting  the  state  in  the  preparation  of  non- 
point  source  assessments  and  by  providing  input  to  the  state  section 
319  management  plans  where  public  lands  are  involved  in  or  con- 
tributing to  nonpoint  source  pollution. 

27.  Implementation  schedules,  monitoring,  and  available  resources  and 
timing  are  appropriate  considerations  for  the  activity  planning  tier. 
Also  please  see  general  response  1,  in  which  the  different  planning 
tiers  are  described. 
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'ement  are  described  in  enough  detail  to  adequately  respond  to: 
the  management  intent  on  page  49;  the  extensive  amount  of  degraded 
conditions  noted  on  pages  204  and  208;  and  FLPHA  and  the  CWA/wqa. 

I  Pages  l 52 ,  153,  156,  157,  158  -  Similar  statements  are  made  (or  each  of 
the  potential  ACECs  claiming  no  adverse  impacts  on  water  resources, 
wetlands,  or  fish  habitat.   Vet  activities  such  as  livestock  grazing 
and  mining  would  be  allowed,  depending  on  the  area.   How  was  the 
determination  of  "no  adverse  effects"  made? 

|Pages  185-193  -  We  believe  that  the  discussion  of  vegetation  needs  to 
'address  much  more  directly  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing. 

■Pages  198-203  -  WQS  are  listed.   However,  as  requested  In  our  scoping 

,  "The  RMP/EIS  should  clearly  show  where  these  standards  are 
currently  being  met  or  exceeded,  are  not  being  met,  or  where  a 
judgement  cannot  be  made  because  of  insufficient  data  for  each  water 
body  or  stream  segment.   The  EIS  should  contain  information  on  critical 
water  quality  and  habitat  requirements  of  fish  and  other  sensitive 
species.   Anti-degradation  segments,  if  any,  should  be  listed. 
Incorporating  this  information  on  a  resource  base  map  would  help 
clarify  the  correlation  of  land  management  direction  and  activities  to 
actual  water  body  uses  to  be  protected  and/or  achieved."   For  example, 
as  already  pointed  out,  there  is  extensive  stream  system  degradation, 
yet  no  mention  is  made  of  violations  of  any  cold  water  aquatic 
beneficial  uses  protected  under  the  CWA/WQA.   It  is  not  clear  whether 
permitted,  produced  water  discharges  are  contributing  to  existing 
salinity-caused  benef  icial  use  impairments  (page  1 98 ) . 

The  treatment  of  ground  water  resources  (page  198)  is  insufficient. 
Pertinent  data  for  a  more  complete  description  are  found  in  two  volumes 
of  research  done  under  contract  for  EPA  (see  attached  copies  of  cover 
and  reference  pages).   The  description  of  ground  water  occurrence, 
vulnerability  and  known  impacts  from  human-caused  activities  on  BLH 
lands  needs  to  be  presented  in  a  more  thorough  manner.   The  document 
should  also  describe  in  more  detail  the  location  and  water  quality  of 
the  existing  wells. 

Page  207  -  What  is  the  geohydrology  of  Loch  Katrine?  What  portion  of 
the  surface  water  flow  recharges  the  local  ground  water  aquifer? 

How  do  the  springs  mentioned  here  integrate  into  the  geohydrology  of 
the  planning  area?   Generally,  springs  are  the  surface  expression  of  an 
artesian  or  confined  ground  water  aquifer.   What  water  quantity/quality 
information  is  available  on  this  important  component  of  the  ground 
water  resource  system? 

Page  208  -  We  would  like  to  see  a  map  of  the  degraded  aquatic  systems 
included  in  order  to  serve  as  a  reference  that  locates  planned 
Improvement  actions. 

Pages  224-227  -  The  relationship  between  surface  disturbance  activities 
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and  ground  water  contamination  needs  to  be  established. 

It  appears  from  page  226  that  erosion  control  requirements  for  produced 
water  discharge  facilities  are  inadequate.   Additional  controls, 
performance  standards,  and  mitigation  should  be  included.   Impacts  from 
the  erosion  on  other  resources  are  not  clear. 

Oil  and  gas  reclamation  "practices  could  eliminate  the  impacts  of  the 
disturbances  if  ...  "  the  proper  measures  were  taken 

(page  226,  .paragraph  5).   The  discussion  implies  that  needed  measures 
may  or  may  not  actually  be  implemented. 
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er  discharges  "containing  high  concentrations  of 
other  pollutants"  is  mentioned  (page  229).   The 
at  "Produced  water  may  lower  the  quality  of  the 

enough  to  preclude  its  use  for  municipal 
e,  recreation,  or  irrigation  purposes",  and 
is  accumulation  [of  iron  sulfate  and  oil-coated 
stream  incapable  of  supporting  fish  and  affect 
long  after  produced  water  discharges  cease" 
sion  implies  NPDES  permit  violations.   The 
rified,  including  the  actions  to  correct  the 
it  violations  are  occurring.   Additionally,  the 
nt  and/.or  taking  of  beneficial  uses  protected 
SWA/WQS.   The  actual  situation  needs  to  be 
ncluding  BLM  cooperative  actions  under  Section 
rotect  WQS.   The  impact  of  produced  water 
esources  and  protection  of  WQS  under  the 
pages  275-275)  should  be  described. 
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Pages  232.  250,  264,  275  -  The  treatment'  of  the  ground  water  resource 
in  these  sections  is  inadequate.   Impact  to  local  or  regional  aquifers 
from  activities  authorized  by  BLM  should  be  identified.   Historical 
anecdotal,  and /or  regulator ial ly -developed  information  are  probably 
available  for  ground  waters  of  the  planning  area.   Lack  of  this  type  of 
information  and  analysis  of  potential  impacts  is  a  serious  omission. 
Additionally,  a  reference  to  the  dEQ  Ground  Water  Pollution  Control 
permitting  system  for  disposal  wastewaters  is  necessary  in  these 
sections.   The  document  needs  to  include  a  reference  to  the  UIC  Class 
II  permitting  process  and  requi cements  for  we  11  inject  ion  disposal  of 
brines  and  other  wastes. 
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Page  232  -  Use  of  spreader  dikes  for  sediment  control  have  the 
potential  for  creating  seasonal  wetlands  (if  protected). 

page  250  -  We  suggest  BLH  contact  the  USDA  Farmers  Home  Administration 
(FmHA)  regarding  FmHA  policies  on  use  of  easements  and  other  protective 
measures  for  wetland  protection  on  land  FmHA  sells.   The  concepts  may 
relate  to  BLM  land  sales. 

Page  272  -  The  preferred  alternative  lacks  the  assertive  grazing 
management  emphasis  of  Alternative  C  in  addressing  "wildlife. 
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wilmM.  and  riparian  uluti"  (paga  ibt).      Tha  daacrlptlon  of 
propoaad  llvaatoc*  getting  Initiative  and  cotiatralnta  lacka  autflclant 
datall  to  aaauta  adaquata  protactlon  or  tha  aaaoclatad  rangaland 
taaoutcaa.  Including  tha  watland  and  flaharlaa  laprovananta  clalaad  on 
paga  276. 
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is  in 
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Appar 
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detec 
Sect  i 
speci 
foe  i 


276  -  Tht  HMP/EIS  lacks  specific  standards 
to  insure  that  ths  lap covenants  claimed  foe 
nd/cipacian  aceas  will  actually  occur.   Too 
ed  to  the  activity  planning  stage.   Grazing 

foe  Alternative  C  (page  266).   What  are  th 
zatlon  rates?   Specifically  where  ace  lmpco 
t  eleae  that  the  objectives  to  have  "rapid 
venent  of  wetland  habitat  conditions"  adequ 
ct  amount  of  acreage  needing  attention  (rof 

32  and  148).  It  does  not  appear  that  any 
eluded  on  pages  329-330.  Goals  foe  improve 
hould  be  Included.  How  many  of  the  Int 
e  improved  to  perennial  streams  with  proper 
ently,  20  peccant  of  the  perennial  steam  mi 
locating  trend  would  be  improved  and  the  ce 

have  the  deteriorating  trend  only  stopped, 
location  trend  should  be  reversed.   Complla 
on  313  and  PLPMA  is  not  cleat.   We  suggest 
fie  locations,  types  of  streams,  and  existl 
mpcovement . 


and  guidelines  to  be 
f  ishee les  and 
much  discretion  is 
utilization  cates  ace 
e  preferred  alternative 
vements  to  occur?   It 

stocatlon  and 
ately  covers  the 
ec  to  ouc  comments  for 
riparian  aceas  fencing 
mont  of  intermittent 
ermlttent  stream  miles 
management? 
les  with  habitat  In  a 
maining  60  percent 
We  feel  that  the 
nee  with  CWA/WQS 
the  RMP/EIS  target 
ng  condition  classes 


I  Page  341  -  The  sedimentation  monitoring  discussion  only  addresses 
upland  sediment  causing  factors  tether  than  ln-8tream  requirements  a 
WQS  compl iance/tcend  monitoring.   Consequently,  we  do  not  agree  that 
"The  data  should  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  appeopclate  models  foe 
detecmining  proper  grazing  intensity  to  meet  WQS. 
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OTHER  COMMENTS 

An  addressed  In 
chaptec  or  appendix 
that  Includes  guidel 
program.  Such  a  pco 
requirements  that  th 
standards"  that  "sha 
mitigation  measure 
complexities  involve 
program  that  adequat 
(including  antidegra 
as  foe  aquatic  life, 
the  RMP  dicection  sh 
following  should  be 
sucveys  (ambient,  in 
to  be  monitored;  (4) 
habitat,  sediment  de 
mechanisms  Coc  mo nit 


ouc  scoping  lettec.  we  request  an  implementation 
(similar  to  that  of  the  San  Juan  RMP/EIS.  Utah) 
ines  foe  a  compeehensive  CWA/WQS  monitocing 
gram  would  help  respond  to  43  CFR  Part  1610.4-9 
e  "proposed  plan"  establish  intervals  and 
11  provide  for  evaluation  to  determine  whether 
are  satisfactory".   Due  to  the  technical 
d  in  designing  and  implementing  a  monitoring 
ely  links  management  activities  with  water  quality 
dation  requirements  and  other  narrative  WQS,  such 

as  well  as  numeric  WQS )  and  watershed  objectives, 
ould  be  quire  specific.   Information  such  as  the 
included:   (1)  goals  and  objectives:  (2)  types  of 
tensive)  oc  assessments  to  be  used;  (3)  parameters 

management  and  environmental  indicatocs  (aquatic 
livecy):  (5)  monitocing  methodologies;  (6) 
oring  implementation  and  adequacy  of  BMPs:  (7)  the 
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person/position  responsible  for  monitoring;  and  (8)  the  feedback  loop 
to  achieve  timely  modifications  to  activities.   Refer  to  the  scoping 
letter  foe  more  detail.   The  RMP  direction  would  then  be  applied  in 
site-6pecif ic  detail.   A  reference  stream  approach  should  be  evaluated. 
Ground  water  monitocing  should  also  be  addressed.   What  is  the  early 
warning  system  to  document  existing  violations  or  risk  of  potential 
violations  of  the  CWA? 

Integration  of  the  CWA/WQS  monitoring  program  with  the  rangeland 
monitoring  program  (pages  338-339)  should  be  described.   The  monitoring 
direction  would  also  apply  to  evaluating  and  cepocting  adequacy  of 
planned  improvement  of  aquatic  systems. 


The  new  Clean  Wat 
A  primary  concern  is  t 
cannot  match  othec  Fed 
owners .  and  private  oc 
program.  Some  of  this 
participate  in  work  on 
quality?  BLM  is  asked 
water  bodies  to  the  St 
program.  Additionally 
management  program  the 
review  under  Executive 
management  program  (re 
in  this  process  should 


Act  amendments  were  passed  in  February  1987. 
he  new  NPS  control  program  (Section  319).   BLM 
eral  (EPA)  dollars,  but  allottees,  private  land 
ganizations  can  and  do  plan  to  participate  in  the 
work  may  be  done  on  BLM  lands.   How  will  BLM 
mixed  ownership  watershed  to  improve  water 
to  provide  an  assessment  of  condition  of  their 
ate  as  part  of  the  assessment  phase  of  the  319 
the  State  will  be  identifying  in  it's  319 
federal  pcog cams /projects  that  it  planB  to 
Order  12372  for  consistency  with  the  State  NPS 
fer  to  Section  316  of  the  WQS.   BLM  involvement 
be  described. 


I      We  recommend  that  the  activity  plans,  resource  inventories,  etc. 
needing  funding  be  listed  in  an  implementation  chapter  or  appendix. 
Linkage  of  the  budgeting  process  to  implementation  of  activities  under 
the  RMP/EIS  should  be  described.   We  also  recommend  inclusion  of  the 
estimated  ine  item  budgets  by  altecnative  (refer  to  the  San  Juan 
RMP/EIS) . 
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RI:   Cody  BMP/EIS 
Deer  Mr.  Rots, 


29  June  1986 


1| 


Thank  you  for  sending  m  *  copy  of  the  Cody  RHP  Draft  RI3.  which  I  just 
received.   In  order  to  register  «y  coroente  by  the  deadline.  I  aa  keeping  th* 
short.   I  feel  woet  etronalv  that  your  plan  will  rtluil  far  too  much  of  tha 
Cody  Planning  Araa  for  poacibla  oil  and  gas  development.   I  an  particularly 
distressed  by  threat*  to  Irraplacaabla  and  largely  unatudlad  ercheologleal 
racorda.  and  to  tha  nouth  of  tha  Clark'e  Fork  of  tha  Yellowstone,  which  haa 
baan  propoaad  for  yild-end-Senle-Rlver  designation.   As  a  long  time 
property-owner  In  Jackaon  Co..  Colo..  I  know  that  many  local  raaidantt  and 
econoalc  Lntaraata  undaratandably  loaa  alght  of  tha  fact  that  fadaral  landa 
ara  ownad  by  and  managad  for  ^Xi   Americans.   I  don't  envy  you  In  your 
raaponalblllty  to  remind  tham! 

Slncaraly.  /a/  Ceorga  T.  Stona 


Response  to  Letter  60 

1.     Thank  you  for  commenting.  Please  see  general  responses  3  and  5 
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Dear  Mr.    Boaa: 

I  have  lived 
thought  to  be  limit 
wonderful  areas  hav 


n  Florida  for  thirty  yeai 
ess.   In  hindsight  It  Is  obviou 
'  been  ruined.   Hopefully.  WY  wo 
lopment  is  necessary;  but  great 


The  state's  resources  were 
oua  that  they  weren't-   Many 
won't  fall  Into  the  same 

hould  be  taken  that 


't  destroyed  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area 


Leslie  Stempel  Ft.  Laud.  PL 


Response  to  Letter  61 


1.     Thank  you  for  commenting. 
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l«17  tOUTM  WlfNTWOOO  » 

•A. NT    LOUIS.   MISSOURI      0  3144 
I    WM-I737 


Bob  Rots,    Teasi  Leader 

Bureau  of   Land   Management 
Cody   Resource   Are* 
PO   Box    MB 
Cody,   wv 

Dear  Mr.    Ross: 

This    is    in    regards    to    the    Cody    RMP   that    vou    released    in   March.       1    don't 
understand   why    you  would    release    91. 7\   of    lands,    which   your   own    report    says 
are    unique,    tragi!*    &    important    sources   of   habitat    for    rare,    threatened    & 
endangered    ipei  ,nnc    falcons,    bald    eagles),    in    addition    to    areas 

that    BLm  conitdl  I    most    important    areas    for    research 

butini    to    our   understsmling    of    the    peopling   of    North    America,"    to   oil    & 
gas   companies. 

All    (or   a  majority)    of    this    araa   will    be    subjected    to  virtually 
uncontroled    livestock   &  ORV  use   (which    is  extreme  m   will 

you   correct    the   destruction   of   wetlands    by    overgrai: ing 1      How  will    you  monitor 
k   control    the   ORV  use?      Will    you    hire   more    people    to    be    'watchdogs"?      Where 
will    the  money   come    from?      Our  country    doesn't    need    to   be    sold    out    to   oil    f, 
gas    interests!      The    land    is    destroyed    and    cannot    be    successfully    reclaimed, 
After   the   damage   done  by   strip  miners;   gas   companies;   &  other 
'mineral-seekers*.       The    BLH's    promise    to    add    protection    to    the    conditions    of 
some  ACEC's  appears   to  be  a   smokescreen,    to  allow  thia   ridiculous   RHP  to  be 
approved.      Your   comments    on   how  you    can   protect    this    area   will    be    appreciated. 


1*1   Diana    L.    Plahn    RPh,    DDS 


Group  Response  to  Letters  62  through  67 

The  concerns  in  these  letters  have  been  addressed  in  general 
responses  3,  4,  and  5. 
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David  Price 

Box   607 

Gardiner.  Mt  59030 


The  Beartooth  Highway  (U.S. 212)  climbs  to  an  elevation  of  10,942  ft  at 
Beartooth  Pass  between  Red  Lodge.  Montana  and  the  northeast  entrance  to 
Yellowstone  National  Park." 

Mr.  Bob  Roes 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  aRea 

Box  518 

Cody,  WY   82*14 

DEAR  HB.  Ross:   I  recently  read  about  the  BLM's  Draft  Cody  Resource  Management 
Plan.   I  am  very  concerned  about  your  proposals  to  open  up  roost  of  this  area 
to  oil  &  gas  development,  ORV  &  livestock  use  &  timber  harvesting.   I  really 
question  your  commitment  to  resource  protection.   Isn't  this  area  near  or 
includes  habitats  where  the  last  remaining  black- footed  ferrets  were  found? 
Also  of  concern  Is  the  impacts  on  water  quality  &  effects  on  waterfowl  & 
fisheries  not  to  mention  human  needs  for  water  resources.   Unique  cultural 
resources  also  are  threatened  by  such  development.   With  all  the  other  lands 
already  disappearing  to  oil,  gas  &  timber  development  and  ORV  recreation  isn't 
it  time  to  look  to  the  future  &  preserve  some  of  our  last  remaining  areas?   I 
urge  you  to  reconsider  your  proposals.   Eliminate  or  at  the  very  least  reduce 
the  area  you  are  considering  for  development.   Short  sighted  thinking  is 
dangerous  to  our  nation. 


/s/  David  Price 
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B.     SCKMEIDT,    H.U 
CILLETTE    PEDIATRIC    CLIMIC 

1405   WEST   4TM   STREET 
GILLETTE.    WYOHItfC       82M6 

TELEPHONE    (30/)    682-6181 


Dear  Hr  Bon, 

I  am  •  resident  of  Gillette  but  frequently  travel  to  the  bighorn  Basin  4 
nittrn  fringe  of  Yellowstone  for  hiking,  camping,  backpacking  etc. 

I  realize  that  oil  &  gaa  development  ORV  use  &  livestock  grazing  are 
vital  to  the  areas  economy.  However,  I  feel  that  the  area  la  priceless  aa 
regards  its  tourist  &  outdoor  recreation  prospects. 


I  support  protection  fo 
Mountain.  Please  do  not  alio 
areas. 


eas  such  as  the  Clarks  Fork  Canyon  &  CArter 
erdevelopment  of  these  beautiful  &  sensitive 


Sincerely, 

/«/   Rudy  Schmidt  HD 


65 
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PE^FO*mi\nci 


Robert  P  Lout.  MD 


jAajJ. 
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29    JUNE    1988  r 

MR  BOB  ROSS,  TEAM  LEADER 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

CODY  RESOURCE  AREA 

PO  BOX  518 

CODY,  WYOMING  82414 

DEAR  MR  ROSS: 

I  HAVE  CONSIDERABLE  EXPERIENCE  WITH  NORTHWESTERN  WYOMING.  I 
WAS  IN  THE  US  FOREST  SERVICE  AND  CONTINUE  TO  TAKE  FREQUENT 
TRIPS  THE  GREATER  YELLOWSTONE  AREA. 

I  AM  DISAPOINTED  THAT  THE  CODY  RMP  DID  NOT  RECOMMEND 

ANYWHERE  NEAR  THE  AMOUNT  OF  WILDERNESS  IT  DESERVES.  THE 

AMOUNT  OF  LAND  TO  BE  ACCESSIBLE  TO  OIL  DRILLINC  IS 
OUTRAGEOUS. 

I  FEEL  THAT  MUCH  MORE  PROTECTION  IS  DUE  RIVER  BASINS 
ESPECIALLY  CLARK • S  FORK . 

THANK  YOU. 


ROBERT  P  LOUT 
4  GEORCE  STREET 
HOLYOKE,  MA  01040 


jjCfl(M/f 


n 


rFKKice  lobofotortei  ol  Weifm  Mcniq<:^vwfti    in,    •  t;?1   rV-ir      ■     ...  r.nm    MA  01Q4O  «[J11)  M2  B443 
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El  1  lot  Schildkrout 

45  Monadnock  Road 

Mewton,  HA  02167 


Mr.  Bob  Ross,  Teas  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Resource  Area,  P.O.  Boi  518 
Cody.  WY  824M 


RECEIVED 
13  JUL  -I    PH  |:2J 
BLM  CODY  R.A. 


1| 


Dear    Mr.    Ross, 

As  an  out  of  stater  who  spends  lots  of  tlae  In  the 
Yellowstone  area  and  hopes  to  retire  there,   I  aa  deeply 
concerned  about  the  recent  Draft  Cody  Resource  Management 
Plan.   I  strongly  urge  you  to  reconsider  the  plan  to  open 
this  area  up  to  further  developaent.   I  aa  for  progress,  but 
also  strongly  feel  that  certain  areas  of  this  country  must 
be  preserved  for  the  neit  generations  to  enjoy  In  their 
original  state.   Increasing  recreational  use  will  be  greatly 
hampered  by  the  present  proposal.   I  aa  aga-lnst  oil  and  gas 
leasing  tn  this  area  and  believe  that  a  carefully  aanaged 
livestock  prograa  to  preserve  grasslands  and  decrease 
erosion  would  be  In  the  best  Interest  of  the  country.   In 
addition  ORV  use  should  be  Malted  to  present  roads. 

I  urge  you  to  imagine  and  aanage  this  land  for  the 
future  needs  of  a  country  hungry  for  It's  orlglanl  beauty, 
not  for  the  present  needs  of  developaent. 


Sincerely  yours,    jf 


n*wV 
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Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 

P.O.  Box  106,  Cheyenne,  WY  82003 

307-637-5433 


E  * 


*s 


\ 


Hr  .  Bob  Rose 

Bureau  of  Land  Manageeent 

Cody  Reeource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  S18 

Cody.  Wyoming  B24M 

Daar  Mr .  Roaa , 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Cody 
RMP/DEIS.  which  mo  have  received.   The  Wyoming  wildlife 
Federation,  with  over  12,000  members  and  16  ln-atate  affiliate*, 
la  the  atate'a  largeet  and  oldeat  citizen's  organization.   He  ar 
primarily  concerned  with  the  quality  of  Wyoming's  wildlife  and 
habitat  reaourcee,  as  well  aa  the  opportunity  for  the  public  to 
accaaa  and  enjoy  thoae  reeourcea . 

Many  member*  of  our  organization  live  within  the  Cody 
Reeource  Area,  and  many  more  aeek  recreation  and  outdoor  pursuit 
there.   The  WWF  la  vitally  concerned  about  reeource  management  1 
this  area,  and  hopea  that  the  BLM  will  accept  the  attached 
comment a  as  construct ive  criticism. 


He  look  forward  to  working  with  the  BLM 
management  plana,  and  once  again  appreciate  t 
participate . 


Sincerely 

Tory  Taylor 
Preaident 


thia  and  other 
opportunity  to 


y^ 


hn  Zelazny 
Conservation  Programs  Directo 


WORKING  TODAY  FOR  WILDLIFE'S  TOMORROW! 


Wyoming  Affiliate  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation 
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COMMENTS  OF  THE  WYOMING  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 
ON  BLM'S  CODY  RMP/DEIS 


General 

We  would  like  to  commend  the  BLM's  Cody  Team  for  the 
tremendous  amount  of  effort  this  document  represents.    In  many 
ways,  this  is  one  of  the  best  RMP's  we  have  seen.   In  particular, 
sect  ions  pertaining  to  riparian  habitat  and  range  condi tione 
represent  progress l ve  movement  on  the  agency 'a  part .   However , 
certain  flaws  seem  to  be  inherent  In  BLM  planning  documents  with 
the  current  case  being  no  exception.   We  have  noted  theee  in  the 
following  statements  and  hope  that  the  final  EIS  will  reflect  our 
concerns. 

The  Alternatives 

The  range  of  alternatives  proposed  for  the  Cody  RA  falls 
ahort  of  expectations,  considering  the  variety  of  land  uses  and 
jur  groups  involved.   Part  of  the  charge  given  to  the  BLM  by 
FLPMA  in  Sec.  202  (land  use  planning)  is  for  "harmonious  and 
coordinated  management  of  the  various  resources  without  permanent 
impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land  and  the  quality  of  the 
environment  with  consideration  being  given  to  the  relative  valuea 
of  the  resources  and  not  necessarily  to  ths  combination  of  uses 
tha,t_will  qivs  the  greatest  economic  rstur.n  gr  the  greatest  un.jt 
output' . 

Quite  simply,  ths  law 
management  plane  that  provj 
other  than  minerals,  range 
resources  (recreation,  wat< 


2 
3 


requires  the  agency  to  prescribe 
de  an  equal  valuation  of  resources 
and  timber.   Though  these  other 
rshed,  wildlife  and  fish  and  natural 
acenlc.  acientific  and  historical  valuea  >  have  received  treat men 
in  the  RMP,  the  lion's  share  of  management  favora  commodity 
resources . 

Furthermore,  s  true  'no -action"  alternative  la  lacking 
Ml thin  this  document.   Alternative  A  merely  continues  current 
management,  rather  than  offering  a  scenario  wherein  management  l 
"hande-off".   Thia  meana  no  oil  and  gaa  leaaing,  no  locatable 
mineral  entry,  no  logging ,  no  off-road  vehicle  uae  and  no 
liveatock  grazing.   Without  the  bench  mark  auch  an  alternative 
provides.  It  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  evaluate  the  impact*  to 
wildlife  on  public  lands  resulting  from  activities  like  those 
listed. 


I n  the  aummar y 
have  ldent ical  manac 
(BMP'a,  WSA's)  this 
treatment  than  this 


of  alternati vss.  several  resource  programs 
inent  action.   Though  in  a  couple  of  caaes 
la  practical,  the  public  deaervea  better 
Of  particular  note  in  this  regard  are  the 

1 


Responses  to  Letter  68 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  4  and  general  re- 
sponse 5. 

2.  The  CEO  wrote  a  memorandum  to  "federal,  state,  and  local  officials 
and  other  persons  involved  in  the  NEPA  process"  on  March  16,  1981, 
on  the  subject  of  "Questions  and  Answers  about  the  NEPA  Regula- 
tions." In  that  memorandum  it  is  pointed  out  that  there  are  "two  dis- 
tinct interpretations"  of  what  a  "no  action"  alternative  should  be.  The 
CEQ  memo  says 

The  first  situation  might  involve  an  action  such  as  updating  a 
land  management  plan  where  ongoing  programs  initiated  under 
existing  legislation  and  regulations  will  continue,  even  as  new 
plans  are  developed.  In  these  cases  "no  action"  is  "no  change" 
from  current  management  direction  or  level  of  management 
intensity.  To  construct  an  alternative  that  is  based  on  no  man- 
agement at  all  would  be  a  useless  academic  exercise.  Therefore, 
the  "no  action"  alternative  may  be  thought  of  in  terms  of  con- 
tinuing with  the  present  course  of  action  until  that  action  is 
changed. 

This  is  the  interpretation  of  the  "no  action"  alternative  that  is  used 
in  BLM  planning  documents.  The  CEQ  memorandum  goes  on  to  say 
that  another  interpretation  of  the  "no  action"  alternative  is  possible 
"in  instances  involving  federal  decisions  on  proposals  for  projects 
.  .  ."  when  "no  action"  would  mean  "the  proposed  activity  would  not 
take  place,  and  the  resulting  environmental  effects  from  taking  no 
action  would  be  compared  with  the  effects  of  permitting  the  pro- 
posed activity  or  an  alternative  to  go  forward." 

While  NEPA  requires  consideration  of  a  range  of  alternatives,  it  also 
requires  that  the  alternatives  be  reasonable.  The  suggestions  you 
offered  were  considered  during  development  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  were  determined  to  be  unrealistic  and  unreasonable. 

3.  We  believe  it  is  appropriate  for  the  RMP/EIS  to  contain  some  ele- 
ments of  management  that  are  common  to  all  alternatives.  For  exam- 
ple, the  management  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  is  defined 
by  laws,  regulations,  and  policy  with  which  the  RMP/EIS  must  be 
consistent.  We  know  of  no  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
management  of  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  in  the  RMP/EIS.  Sim- 
ilarly, when  the  allotment  categorization  criteria  (page  315  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS)  are  considered  there  would  be  very  little  justification 
for  modifying  the  present  management  of  "M"  and  "C"  category 
grazing  allotments. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  does  contain  alternatives  for  forest  management, 
access,  locatable  minerals,  and  off-road  vehicles.  Please  see  pages 
22,  38,  39,  40,  41,  and  42  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

4.  Inventory  data  on  acquired  access  routes  is  on  file  in  the  Cody 
Resource  Area  and  Worland  District  offices.  It  is  beyond  the  scope 
of  this  document  to  identify  specific  tracts  or  access  routes  that  have 
been  acquired  in  the  past  or  that  we  would  like  to  acquire.  This  is 
a  function  of  detailed  site-specific  activity  level  planning  that  follows 
the  RMP. 

Access  on  the  Trail  Creek  Road  is  needed  only  for  BLM  administra- 
tive purposes.  The  land  in  this  area  is  predominantly  private,  and 
access  for  the  public  is  not  justified. 

Public  access  to  the  lands  on  Rattlesnake  Mountain  will  continue 
to  be  maintained  as  it  now  exists.  We  will  continue  to  pursue  such 
things  as  land  exchanges  that  would  allow  improved  public  access 
to  these  lands. 

5.  The  criteria  used  to  identify  fire  suppression  areas  include  consid- 
eration of  values  at  risk,  suppression  difficulty,  and  the  safety  of  fire- 
fighting  resources.  The  area  east  of  the  Bighorn  River  was  identified 
for  full  suppression  because  of  the  mixed  ownership  of  the  land 
(values  at  risk)  and  because  the  fuels  are  resistant  to  suppression 
(suppression  difficulty  and  safety)  Full  suppression  of  wildfires  in 
this  area  would  not  preclude  the  use  of  prescribed  burning  to 
improve  range  and  wildlife  habitats. 

6.  We  do  not  propose  to  harvest  all  the  remaining  tree  cover  on  Rattle- 
snake Mountain.  We  are  in  the  process  of  revising  the  present  man- 
agement plan  for  that  area.  The  revised  plan  will  be  known  as  the 
Rattlesnake   Mountain   Forest/Habitat   Management   Plan,   and   in 
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,  raaouroa  progtm  for  foreet  landa,  geotherael  raaourcaa, 
nacafdoua  wntai,  access,  land  dlepoaal,  gracing  on  *M*  and  *C" 
alloteenta,  gaoph yaicel  exploration,  development  wel  la,  1' 
ainerala,  off-road  vehtclea,  and  viaual  raaourcaa. 
appear  that  90000*110  return  haa  been  tha  priaary  cona  idaration 
with  ragard  to  thaaa  raaourcaa,  in  aharp  oontraat  to  FLPMA 
I   vu. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

A.  Public  Accaaa 

Public  accaaa  looka  to  ba  a  negligible  problem  in  tha  Cody 
KA,  baaed  on  iti  treatment  in  thia  docunant  .   By  contraat.  WW* 
racaivaa  nuaaroua  coaplainta  about  private  land  ownara  denying 
accaaa  to  public  landa  in  Park  and  Big  Horn  countioe  each  , 
la  tha  BLH  taking  any  action  to  identify  and  raaolva  accaaa 
problems?   Your  agency  haa  an  eaeement  acquisition  program  which 
involvoa  Wyoming  Game  and  Fiah  tWGFD)  and  private  land  ownara. 
Why  la  thia  omitted  froa  tha  RMP?   Included  ahould  have  baan  a 
program  deacnption  noting  paat  acquiaitlona  and  future 
objective*.   Tha  right  of  BLH  to  condemn  for  right*- of -way  la  not 
to  ba  ignorad  or  epurnad,  aithar.   Numeroua  condition*  exist 
throughout  the  state  whereby  land  ownara  have  da  facto  ownership 
of  public  raaourcaa  through  accaaa  denial.   Given  a  high  value  of 
tha  resource*  thu*  taken,  BLM  ahould  exercla*  condemnation 
authority.   Little  effort  appear*  to  have  been  taken  to  analyze 
accaaa  problems  or  opt  ion a  in  thia  document . 

One  identified  acceea  laaue  concerns  Trail  Creek  Road 
leading  to  Rattleanaka  Mountain.   The  BLM  aeeka  only 
adminietrative  access,  ostensibly  for  logging  purpoaea.   WWF 
oppoaes  access  acquiaition  if  public  denial  1a  implicit,  and 
wiehes  to  know  what  criteria  were  used  to  reach  this  conclusion. 
What  daaanda  exist  for  public  access  to  Rattleanake  Mountain?   If 
such  exist,  then  the  Trail  Creek  Road  should  eerve  that  noed  as 
well.   If  the  sole  purpoea  of  the  road  is  to  access  timber,  then 
the  road  neede  to  be  part  of  a  separate  analysis  for  the  sale(a) 
in  question. 

B.  Fire  Management 

WWF  supports  the  BLM'a  plans  for  prescribed  burna  within  the 
RA  to  enhance  habitat  and  forage  production.   Also,  wildfire 
management  approachea  represent  progressive  departures  from  BLM's 
historic  policy  of  strict  suppression,  and  is  to  be  commended. 

We  disagree  with  proposed  fire  suppression  east  of  the 
Bighorn  River.   Wildlife  habitat  in  this  area  will  likely  be 
improved  through  burning,  while  range  conditions  also  will  be 
positively  affected.   Limited  suppression  would  be  preferable  to 
full  suppression. 
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C.   Forestlanda 

The  WWF  is  very  concerned  about  the  logging  plans  for 

Rattlesnake  Mountain  as  proposed  in  the  preferred  alternative. 

This  clearly  reflects  an  economic  bias  for  the  bulk  of  the  RA's 

forest  resource.   Considering  the  small  contributions  made  to  the 

area's  timber  economy  from  harvests  on  Rattlesnake  Mountain, 

planning  to  harvest  virtually  all  of  its  remaining  tree  cover 

c. 

seems  ludicrous.   A  sizeable  elk  herd  <400  animals)  is  known  to 

0 

winter  here.   Additional  harvests  in  conjunction  with  the  large 

burned  areas  on  Rattlesnake  Mountain  could  have  serious  impacts 

on  these  animals.   The  WWF  supports  a  sharply  reduced  logging 

program  which  retains  as  much  of  the  current  cover  as  possible . 

Given  the  relatively  slow  growth  rates  for  lodgepole  pine  and 

spruce  in  this  area,  rotations  of  160  years  and  300  years. 

respectively,  would  seem  appropriate. 

D.   Hazardous  Wastes 

BLM  is  to  be  commended  for  promoting  a  hazardous  waatea  and 

materials  monitoring  program.   However,  the  direction  outlined  on 

page  4  is  vague.   While  BLM  cannot  be  expected  to  patrol 

thousands  of  acres  within  the  RA  for  illegal  dumping  or  install 

an  elaborate  network  of  monitoring  wells,  the  agency  should  be 

7 

aware  of  potential  problem  areas.   Communities  like  Cody  lease 

landfill  from  the  BLM.   Recent  citations  from  DEO  and  EPA  (June 

'86)  for  violations  at  the  Cody  landfill  reflect  poorly  on  the 

BLM .   We  suggest  regular ly  monitoring  sites  such  »e    this,  and 

installing  wells  where  a  tendency  towards  violations  is 

indicated.   The  public  resource  cannot  be  considered  fair  game 

for  unwanted  wastes. 

E.   Land  Disposal 

—       Land  disposals  and  exchanges  must,  by  law,  take  into  account 

1  wildlife  values.   The  list  of  possible  lands  for  disposal  is 

Cy    1  quite  lengthy  (Appendix  E>  and  it  is  difficult  to  determine 

O  1  wildlife  values  from  the  information  given.   The  WWF  requests  to 

1  be  consulted  and  included  in  any  deliberations  regarding  such 

■■  disposal  or  exchange. 

F.   Rlahte  of  Wav 

The  WWF  supports  avoidance  areas  and  constraints  as  proposed 

in  Alternative  C  for  utility/transportation  systems. 

G.   Withdrawals  and  Classifications 

r\  l 

.       There  is  a  lack  of  discussion  of  the  impacts  to  the 

^4  ■  environment  resulting  from  restoration  of  the  154,000  acres  of 

%"/  ■  BOR  lands  and  493,000  acres  of  C  &  MU  landa.   The  BLM  should  be 

3 

developing  it  in  we  are  coordinating  closely  with  the  WGFD  We 
expect  to  implement  that  plan  in  1989  Adequate  stands  of  mature 
and  old  growth  timber  of  all  types  will  be  maintained,  and  the  plan 
will  contain  specific  management  objectives  for  elk 

7    Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  3 

8.  We  will  coordinate  with  the  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation  and  with 
all  other  interested  parties  on  matters  relating  to  possible  sale  or  ex- 
change of  public  lands 

9  We  have  considered  the  potential  effects  of  opening  lands  now  with- 
drawn and  classified  to  operation  of  the  mining  laws  and  the  public 
land  laws.  The  results  of  these  analyses  are  discussed  in  chapter  4 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

10.  The  level  of  monitoring  proposed  for  "I"  category  allotments  is  an 
amount  determined  to  be  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  identified  and 
anticipated  resource  conflicts,  anticipated  funding,  and  staff  avail- 
ability. 

Most  of  the  grazing  allotments  in  the  Carter  Mountain  and  Chapman 
Bench  proposed  ACECs  are  in  the  "I"  category.  In  the  Carter  Moun- 
tain area,  allotments  2545  and  2528  are  "M"  category  allotments 
Operators  of  these  allotments  generally  do  not  use  lands  in  the  Car- 
ter Mountain  proposed  ACEC  for  cattle  grazing  because  of  poor  ani- 
mal performance  and  topographic  barriers. 

In  the  Chapman  Bench  proposed  ACEC.  allotment  3086  is  in  the  "M" 
category;  however,  the  part  of  that  allotment  that  is  east  of  Wyoming 
Highway  120  is  managed  as  a  unit  with  allotment  1080,  an  "I"  allot- 
ment, through  an  existing  AMP. 

We  believe  we  can  accomplish  any  needed  use  adjustments  through 
monitoring  and  negotiation  with  operators. 

11.  In  table  G-5  in  appendix  G,  the  lower  number  for  short-term  pro- 
posed stocking  rate  in  the  column  for  Alternative  D  reflects  the  SCS 
guidelines  for  each  allotment.  For  example,  the  range  for  allotment 
1002  is  shown  as  656-718.  The  lower  value  reflects  the  SCS  recom- 
mended stocking  level,  based  on  our  vegetative  inventory,  and  the 
higher  number  is  the  maximum  level  of  use  (active  preference)  that 
could  be  authorized.  In  the  preferred  alternative,  actual  short-term 
stocking  rates  would  be  somewhere  between  these  levels. 

12.  Forage  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  have  not  been  allocated  to  wild- 
life; however,  the  BLM  has  identified  herd  units  where  we  believe 
significant  forage  conflicts  exist  between  livestock  and  big  game 
ungulates.  We  have  sent  to  the  WGFD  a  plan  to  work  cooperatively 
to  document  and  determine  the  causes  of  these  conflicts  and  to  find 
solutions.  Such  solutions  could  involve  habitat  modifications  to  im- 
prove forage  production  and  water  distribution  and  temporary  or  per- 
manent adjustments  in  livestock  and  big  game  numbers.  Our  objec- 
tive is  to  increase  overall  forage  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  by 
improving  the  ecological  condition  of  public  rangelands. 

13.  Range  enhancement  is  one  of  the  highest  priorities  to  be  accom- 
plished during  the  life  of  this  plan.  However,  the  discussion  of  fund- 
ing levels  is  not  within  the  scope  of  this  proposed  RMP.  Also  please 
see  the  response  to  comment  11  of  this  letter  and  the  response  to 
comment  9  of  letter  19. 

14.  Please  see  general  responses  4  and  5. 

15.  If  wildlife  or  areas  of  important  wildlife  habitat  could  be  affected,  we 
would  consult  with  the  WGFD  in  situations  that  could  involve  excep- 
tions to  BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines.  As  part  of  the  public 
participation  process,  we  also  would  coordinate  with  the  Wyoming 
Wildlife  Federation  and  with  other  interested  parties  when  appropri- 
ate. Also  please  see  general  response  5. 

16.  Public  scoping  and  analysis  of  the  management  situation,  which 
were  done  early  in  the  planning  process,  helped  the  planning  team 
to  identify  problems  that  needed  to  be  resolved  and  management 
opportunities  that  could  resolve  or  reduce  problems  and  conflicts. 
On  the  basis  of  the  information  gathered  through  this  process,  the 
planning  team  developed  a  range  of  reasonable  alternatives  for  anal- 
ysis in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  An  alternative  to  eliminate  mineral  leasing 
was  considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  analysis,  as  we 
described  on  page  8  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  scoping  process  did 
not  indicate  the  need  to  analyze  large  areas  where  mineral  leasing 
would  not  be  allowed. 
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keenly  in«r«  of  N.WF.  _y  ._  gurlord  now  awaiting  lutntiy  ]udq«i*nt  in 
the  D.C.  Circuit  Court,  which  conccrni  this  very  issue.   FLPMA 
clearly  mandates  the  analysis  of  restorations  within  RHP's.  a 
responsibility  apparently  declined  here.   These  actions  should 
not  be  considered  for  even  comparison  purposes  if  such  analysis 
is  not  done.   Additionally,  the  agency  should  not  be  acting 
presumptively  with  regard  to  issues  presently  before  federal 
court  and  prohibited  via  preliminary  injunction  if  any  of  the 
lands  in  question  were  part  of  the  action  addressed  in  NWf  y. 
Burjord. 

The  WWF  suggests  that  the  Final  EIS  adequately  consider  the 
full  impact  of  returning  withdrawn  or  classified  lands  to  a 
status  open  to  general  mining  laws  and  public  land  laws,  as 
required  by  FLPMA,  sec.  204(1).    If  the  agency  intends  for  the 
current  document  to  attest  to  lack  of  significant  impact  by 
virtue  of  a  lack  of  discussion,  then  it  appears  that  NEPA  as  well 
as  FLPMA  may  be  violated.   Please  attend  to  this  important  espnct 
of  the  RHP. 


We  commend  BLM  for  a  forth  right  assessment  of  range 
conditions  in  the  RA  (Appendix  6).   Since  almost  all  of  the  KA 
has  fragile  soils  and  receives  less  than  10  inches  of 
precipitation  annually,  carefully  monitoring  range  condition  is  a 
requisite  if  adverse  impacts  from  grazing  are  to  be  avoided . 
Unfortunately,  monitoring  has  not  helped  the  RA  out  since  almost 
2/3  of  the  range  is  in  unsatisfactory  condition. 

The  WWF  believes  that  more  monitoring  is  appropriate  than 
the  BLH  plans  to  undertake  under  the  proposed  alternative.   All 
"I*  category  al lotments  should  be  monitored  intensively.   Also, 
more  allotments  should  be  placed  within  the  "I"  category  by  the 
DEIS '  own  indications.   It  is  unacceptable  that  the  al lotments 
containing  the  Carter  Mountain  and  Chapman  Bench  ACEC's  are  not 
designated  as  "I"  category  allotments.   Unique  range  sites  are 
identified  in  the  ACEC's  that  are  important  to  wildlife  values. 
They  are  also  Important  from  a  diversity  point  of  view.    If  they 
are  not  identified  as  "I"  allotments,  the  WWF  feels  sufficient 
monitoring  simply  won't  happen. 

The  WWF  feels  that  current  BLH  monitoring  policy  is  little 
more  than  a  device  forced  upon  the  agency  by  the  livestock 
industry  to  virtually  halt  grazing  preference  reductions.    In 
cases  where  the  range  is  over -al located  and  deterioration 
continues  from  overgrazing,  immediate  livestock  preference 
reductions  are  appropriate.   The  BLH  should  make  these  reductions 
where  its  inventor  leg  indicate  deter lorating  conditions. 
Monitoring  as  currently  practiced  not  only  slows  the  Bureau  in 
making  allocation  reductions,  it  makes  reductions  almost 
impossible.   Sufficient  information  to  force  reductions  on 
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■  unwilling  livestock  permitted  leases  is  not  being  made  available. 

in  1 

If  a  rancher  forces  the  BLM  into  court  over  a  reduction,  data 

1U 

collected  by  current  monitoring  systems  would  not  stand  under 

■ 

'  close  scrutiny . 

The  BLM  lands  in  the  Big  Horn  Basin  have  the  reputation  of 

being  the  most  overgrazed  BLM  lands  in  Wyoming.   It  is  a  well 

deserved  reputation.   The  RMP/DEIS  does  not  adequately  treat  this 

situation.   Livestock  grazing  is  currently  contributing  73*  of 

annual  soil  loss  in  the  RA  by  BLH's  own  admission.   However, 

11 

stocking  rates  in  the  preferred  alternative  vary  little  from 

■  i 

current  conditions.   Where  are  the  stocking  rates  reflecting  SCS 

guidelines  for  each  allotment  based  on  range  sites  and  ecological 

conditions?   The  Bureau  owes  the  public  responsible  management. 

especially  in  degraded  areas  where  total  exclusion  of  livestock 

may  be  necessary  to  restore  healthy  range  conditions. 

■ 

■       What  allocations  of  AUMs  have  been  made  for  wildlife  in  the 

Cody  RMP?  While  grazing  needs  of  livestock  are  given  quite  a  bit 

19 

of  discussion,  wildlife  appears  to  have  been  left  'to  nature'  as 

X£- 

it  were.   The  WWF  would  like  to  se*  a  concrete  commitment  of 

i 

1  range  resources  to  wildlife  delineated  in  the  Final  EIS. 

We  support  the  management  directives  and  objectives 

pertaining  to  livestock  grazing/wildlife  conflicts  (pages  32-34). 

We  would  like  to  see  more  management  in  this  vein.   One 

suggestion  is  to  include  livestock  grazing  as  a  "surface 

disturbance"  since  substantial  impacts  to  nesting  birds 

(including  raptors),  grouse  leks,  rare  and  endemic  plant  species 

and  other  species  of  concern  are  regularly  impacted  by  this 

.4  /""* 

activity.   Another  suggestion  is  to  place  -range  enhancement  at  a 

l3 

high  enough  priority  to  ensure  adequate  funding.   Decades  of 

Iw 

intensive  management  may  be  necessary  to  correct  some  of  the  past 

(and  ongoing)  impact  to  the  range  in  the  Cody  RA,  mostly  the 

result  of  BLM's  own  policies  and  directives.   The  approach 

suggested  in  the  RMP,  namely  maintaining  high  stocking  rates  in 

the  hope  of  future  range  improvements  is  foolish  given  current 

funding  approaches .   In  lieu  of  increased  funding  for  range 

programs,  the  agency  should  feel  compelled  to  reduce  stocking 

rates  in  order  to  prevent  further  degradation. 

1 .   Minerals  Management 

■ 

.       The  WWF  believes  the  preferred  alternative  is  inadequate  in 

1  restricting  future  mineral  development.   Surfaco  occupancy  in 

ACECs,  crucial  wildlife  areas,  and  the  Bighorn  HMP/AMP  is  totally 

14 

1  unacceptable  and  is  likely  to  violate  the  spirit  of  FLPMA 

1  WWF  supports  the  withdrawal  from  locatable  minerals  entry  and 

leasing  in  the  Clark's  Fork.  Little  Mountain  and  Sheep  Mountain 

1  Anticline  areas.   Furthermore,  BLM  should  rigorously  enforce  the 

•imacy  of  mining  claims  in  these  areas  and  return  those 

1 

1  claims  to  the  public  domain  which  are  invalid  due  to  lack  of 

17.  Detailed  activity  level  plans  will  be  developed  during  implementation 
of  the  RMP.  Those  plans  will  include  consideration  of  such  things 
as  road  and  trail  closures  and  enforcement  of  ORV  designations  Sea- 
sonal closures  such  as  the  one  you  recommend  for  the  Carter  Moun- 
tain area  would  be  considered  in  activity  planning  level  plans  Any 
seasonal  closures  would  be  reevaluated  each  year  Also  please  see 
the  response  to  comment  10  of  letter  5. 

18.  The  management  of  wetlands  systems  is  one  of  the  highest  priorities 
for  funding  within  the  BLM  wildlife  program.  Efforts  to  maintain  or 
restore  wetlands  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area  would  not  be  confined 
to  "I"  category  allotments.  Details  of  the  wetlands  management  pro- 
gram in  the  Cody  Resource  Area  will  be  presented  in  the  forthcoming 
draft  wetlands  HMP,  which  the  BLM  is  preparing  in  cooperation  with 
the  WGFD 

19.  The  methods  of  sagebrush  control  that  may  be  used  within  500  feet 
of  water  are  not  indicated.  They  would  be  determined  individually 
during  activity  planning  for  each  site.  This  activity  planning  would 
include  environmental  analysis  and  appropriate  public  involvement. 
Spraying  is  only  one  option  of  several  that  may  be  considered,  and 
different  methods  of  spraying  also  would  be  considered.  Also  please 
see  the  response  to  comment  15  of  this  letter. 

20.  The  WGFD  herd  unit  data  presented  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  (1 984  data) 
were  the  most  current  population  and  trend  data  available  when  we 
began  the  planning  effort  in  1985.  Since  it  is  necessary  to  use  con- 
sistent data  in  the  evaluation  process,  the  1987  figures  would  not 
accurately  reflect  population  projections  (percent  change)  that  are 
based  on  1984  data.  Use  of  the  1984  population  estimates  is  not  of 
significant  concern,  because  we  are  dealing  more  with  population 
trends  than  with  population  numbers. 

The  BLM  recognizes  the  importance  of  big  game  seasonal  ranges 
and,  with  help  from  the  WGFD,  has  tried  to  provide  adequate  pro- 
tection. In  addition,  1987  WGFD  herd  data  indicate  that  20  of  the  27 
herd  units  in  the  planning  area  are  at  or  above  WGFD  population 
objective  levels,  and  3  others  are  increasing  toward  objective  levels. 
(Data  on  pronghorns  are  not  included.)  Considering  these  factors, 
our  analysis  does  not  support  the  need  for  such  higher  levels  of  pro- 
tection as  you  suggest. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  statement:  ",  .  separate  parturition  areas  have 
not  been  delineated  for  species  other  than  elk,"  is  correct  according 
to  the  data  provided  by  WGFD  Game  District  2.  Game  District  2 
updated  this  information  in  July  1986  specifically  so  that  the  BLM 
would  have  current  seasonal  range  information  for  the  RMP/EIS 
Also  please  see  general  response  4,  the  response  to  comment  12  of 
this  letter,  and  appendix  J  of  this  document. 

21.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comment  4  of  letter  6  and  comment  2 
of  letter  21. 

22.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  17  of  this  letter  and  the  response 
to  comment  6  of  letter  9. 

23.  On  the  basis  of  our  analysis  of  potential  effects  in  the  Chapman 
bench  proposed  ACEC,  a  seasonal  closure  to  livestock  grazing  does 
not  appear  necessary  at  present.  Seasonal  closures  could  be 
required  in  the  future  if  our  monitoring  of  nesting  ranges  and  pro- 
duction of  water  birds  indicate  the  need  for  the  restriction. 

We  do  not  believe  that  ORV  use  on  designated  roads  and  trails  would 
present  a  problem  to  the  birds.  If  ORV  traffic  becomes  a  problem, 
we  would  do  whatever  is  necessary  to  protect  the  nesting  habitat 

24.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  4. 

25.  As  you  have  indicated,  there  is  very  little  interest  in  exploring  for  oil 
and  gas  on  Little  Mountain.  However,  we  believe  drilling  could  be 
done  without  adverse  effects  on  cave  resources  because  intensive 
mitigation,  including  NSO  restrictions  above  important  caves  would 
be  practiced.  Also  please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  letter 
4. 

Designation  of  an  ACEC  because  of  hazards  is  explained  in  detail 
in  appendix  J  to  this  document.  Also  please  see  general  response 
4. 

26.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  9  of  letter  4 
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Overall,  tht  willingness  of  tha  BLH  to  letee  virtually  all 
of  tha  RA  for  oil  and  gaa  without  edeguately  conaidering 
cumulatlva  impacte  la  auapact.   Areaa  auch  aa  AC  EC*.  Thraatanad 
and  Endangered  Speciea  Habitat,  high  uaa  racraational  inn,  and 
important  wildlife  and  fiahenee  raaourcaa  hava  had  lapacta 
'mitigated'  through  atlpulationa  in  order  to  aaintaln  accaaa  to 
tha  ainaral  aatata  and,  conaaquant ly ,  ravanuaa ,   Stipulation*  ara 
not  rigid  aafaguarda  by  any  mean*,  and  itnoi  froa  tha  BLH  Stata 
Oiraotor'a  offica  hava  atraaaad  minimizing  atlpulationa  and 
atraanlinlng  tha  waiver  of  aaaa . 

Tha  WWF  takaa  particular  exception  to  paga  67  <Table  i>    and 
Appendix  B  (Uyoaing  BLH  Standard  Mitigation  Guidelines  ft 
Surface  Oiaturbing  Activitiaa)  pertaining  to  naaaonal  atlpulatlon 
waivara.    Aa  presented  here  and  aa  practiced  in  tha  atate, 
waiving  aitigation  requirements  nay  have  little  baaia  in  biology 
and  significant  baaia  in  appaaaing  industry.   Tha  WWF   haa 
documentation  of  numerous  situatlona  statewide  where  mitigation 
waivara  hava  directly  resulted  in  unacceptable  advarae  impact*  to 
wildlife.   Pressure  from  the  industry  doaa  not  conatitute 
sufficient  reaaon  to  waiver  atlpulationa,  and  will  not  be 
tolerated  if  auch  is  the  case. 


vent  of  any 
anorandum  of 
Hdli 


Both  WGFD  and  WWF  should  be  conaulted  in 
proposed  waiver  of  auch  atlpulationa.   WGFD  haa  a  Ham 
Understanding  with  BLH  which  requires  thia.   The  Stat 
raaourcaa  are  not  to  be  sacrificed  for  development  at  the  whims 
of  industry  and  federal  agency  personnel. 

The  WWF  would  like  tha  Final  EIS  to  reflect  a  range  of 
leasing  alternativea  rather  than  offering  97X  versus  99X  of  the 
RA  for  leasing  (current  RHP/DEIS).    It  la  inappropriate  to  allow 
leasing  in  areas  of.  high  wildlife  or  recreational  value  with 
known  lack  of  hydrocarbon  potential.   The  BLH  ehould  recognize 
thla  and  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide  a  range  of  land 


J.   Off-Road  Vahiclea 

Tha  BLH  has  failed  to  adequately  treat  ORV  use  in  this 
RMWDEIS.   Limiting  ORV  use  to  designated  trails  and  roads  la  a 
progr  easi ve  step,  and  we  applaud  it  aa  auch.   However ,  more  than 
this  is  needed.   The  Cody  RA  should  design  and  implement  an  ORV 
management  plan  as  is  being  done  on  the  Grass  Creek  RA.   The 
entire  nystem  should  be  analyzed  with  reapect  to  ORV  use,  and 
roada  and  trails  which  are  undesirable  should  be  closed  and 
restored  to  natural  conditions. 

In  addition,  the  BLH  should  have  an  adequate  regulatory 
program  to  enforce  ORV  use  in  the  Cody  RA .   Winter  ranges  and 
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parturition  areas  for  wildlife,  areas  of  fragile  soils  and  rare 

plants,  and  many  other  areas  of  concern  must  be  protected  from 

the  willful  destruction  resulting  from  uncontrolled  ORV  activity. 

The  WWF  wishes  to  see  a  commitment  on  the  agency  a  part  to  make 

this  reality.   Alternative  "C*  comes  closest  to  achieving  this 

end.   However,  it  still  falls  short  of  protecting  resources  and 

providing  more  non- motorized  recreational  opportunities  ( 1 ike 

^■sj 

*  wa  1  k  -  i  n  •  access).   The  West  Slope  SRHA  is  one  example  of  an  area 

17 

that  should  be  classified  as  such,  in  addition  to  all  ACECa . 

1  f 

Further,  allowing  any  ORV  use  whatsoever  in  T&E  species  habitat 

is  intolerable.   In  terms  of  other  wildlife  conflicta,  ORVs 

(snowmobiles  included)  should  be  excluded  from  the  Carter 

Hountaln  Road  beyond  Little  Rose  Creek  from  November  IS  through 

Hay  1  to  protect  elk  on  crucial  winter  range  on  the  aouth  side  of 

Carter  Hountaln.   The  range  itself,  along  with  the  Carter 

Hountaln  ACEC,  ahould  be  off  limits  to  snowmobile  traffic  during 

this  period. 

K.   Watershed  Management 

The  WWF  supports  the  adoption  of  Bast  Management  Practices 

to  control  non-point  source  surface  water  pollution.   Tha 

approach  towards  watarahada  outlined  in  the  RHP/DEIS  meet  with 

our  approval . 

L.   RlDarlan  Habltata  and  Wetlands 

The  Wetlanda  HHP  for  the  Cody  RA  if  a  well-crafted  approach 

to  coming  to  terms  with  this  critical  laaue.   Tha  BLH,  of  course. 

la  mandated  by  law  to  protect  and  enhance  wetlands  and  riparian 

areas.   Unfortunately,  the  preferred  alternative  falls  short  of 

meting  either  tha  mandate  or  the  HMP'a  objectives.   Alternative  C 

cornea  cloaeat  to  the  mark  but  still  does  not  go  far  enough.   It 

la  common  knowledge  that  riparian  areas  in  the  Cody  RA  are  in  bad 

shape;  the  DEIS  quantifies  this  on  P.  204. 

Riparian  habltata  are  the  most  Important  lands  the  BLH 

manages ,  both  in  terms  of  productivity  and  for  wildlife. 

*M 

Improvement  of  theae  areaa  can  only  come  about  through  excluding 

18 

livestock  or  intensive  grazing  management  with  alternative  water 

Ifea? 

aourcaa.   The  RHP/DEIS  does  not  indicate  a  willingness  to  restore 

the  full  riparian  inventory  within  its  scope.   Instead,  efforts 

are  conf ined  to  *  I "  category  grazing  allotments . 

The  WWF  wiahes  to  see  a  much  stronger  commitment  to  riparian 

management  in  tha  Final  EIS.   Executive  Orders  11990  and  11998, 

BLH'a  Riparian  Hanagement  Policy,  the  atate  BLH's  Wyoming 

Riparian  Hanagement  Policy  and  the  HHP  are  all  significant  tools 

to  sake  this  a  reality.   In  addition  to  adequate  treatment  in  the 

RHP,  the  queation  of  funding  remains  unresolved,   The  sgency 

needs  to  prioritize  its  expenditures  to  meet  the  mandate  before 

it  rather  than  catering  to  commodity  management . 

7 
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Another  concern  of  the  WWF  are  the  500  foot  buffer  areea  for 

••gtbruih  control  and  other  surface  dieturbance.   Thie  ehould  be 
••  rigid  «e  poeaible.  with  any  variance  resulting  in  enalyaia  in 
which  both  WWF  and  WGFD  are  coneulted.   Absolutely  no  epraying  of 
aagebrueh  ahould  be  permitted  within  100  yerde  of  etreaee. 

N.   Wildlife  end  Fiehenea 

The  BLM  ehould  coneult  with  WGFD  to  utilise  the  lateet  herd 
unit  data  for  big  gaee .   Areae  where  crucial  habitate  overlap 
ahould  receive  epecial  protection  in  the  fore  of  ACECa  and 
withdrawal.   Aa  mentioned  eerller,  wildlife  deeervee 
conalderatlon  in  the  form  of  AUM  reeervatione  and  habitat 
improvement  projects  with  pertinent  acreegea  involved   clearly 
defined  (ehort  and  long  tare).   On  page  212,  Table  22  ahould 
include  parturition  areea  for  apeciea  other  than  elk.   Thie 
information  la  available  from  WGFD  and  neede  conalderatlon. 

The  WWF  la  totally  oppoaed  to  control  of  prairie  doge. 
Theae  anieala  have  been  eredlcated  froe  alnoat  all  of  their 
foraer  range  and  recovery  of  black- footed  ferreta  la  dependent  on 
the  health  of  prairie  dog  colomea  within  the  RA .   Additionally 
It  la  doubtful  that  little,  if  any,  liveetock  forage  can  be 
gained  froe  euch  control.   Certainly  no  reeearch  exists  that 
ahowa  euch  control  le  coat  effective  for  forage  productivity 
increeaed.   In  the  aaee  vein,  efforta  ahould  be  made  to  expand 
existing  colonies  and  curtail  activitiea  which  hinder  euch. 

Fiaheriea  appear  to  be  eoat  benefitted  by  Alternative  C. 
Most  leportant  are  the  reductiona  in  eoila  loaa  under  thie 
alternative  ( page  263  t  .   Many  of  the  ate pa  taken  to  implement  the 
wetlanda  HHP  will  directly  benefit  fiaheriea.  particularly 
reducing  the  impact. a  froe  livestock  in  etreanalde  habitats.   The 
BLM  ahould  encourage  fiahing  acceas  wherever  appropriate,  such  aa 
that  along  the  North  and  South  Forka  of  the  Shoshone  River,  the 
Bighorn  River  HMP/RAMP,  and  the  Clarke  Fork. 

N.   ACECe 

This  le  one  of  the  eoat  important  parts  of  the  RMP/DEIS, 
both  in  terms  of  the  area  and  the  mandate  under  FLPMA .   The  WWF 
has  general  concerns  about  all  propoaed  ACECa,  as  well  ae 
specific  comments .   No  eur f ace  occupancy  or  disturbance  ehould  be 
allowed  on  any  of  the  ACECe.   As  noted  earlier,  leasing  and 
elneral  entry  should  be  discouraged  on  all  ACECs.   Overall,  we 
support  Alternative  C  for  ACECs. 

The  Carter  Mountain  ACEC  should  be  excluded  from  ORV  uee ,  or 
any  uee  that  potentially  imp acta  the  fragile  so  lis  and  alpine 
tundra  found  there.   Livestock  grazing  in  this  area  should  also 
be  intensively  monl tored  and  probabl y  exc 1 uded . 
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i  Chapman  Bench  ACEC  should  be  seasonally  cl 
and  ORV  use  to  protect  nesting  birds.  Unless  t 
enforcement  of  ORV  use  on  designated  roads,  the 
place  within  this  area. 
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Five  Springs  Falls  ACEC  should  be  retained  at  640  acres. 
There  is  absolutely  no  merit  for  the  reduction  to  160  acres  and 
the  BLM  shows  strange  behavior  in  proposing  each  en  encroachment. 
Thie  area  has  proven  high  recreational  and  biological  values,  in 
addition  to  having  low  hydrocarbon  potential.   The  entire  640 
acre  ACEC  ahould  be  off-limits  for  grazing  and  ORV  use.   Further, 
the  propoaed  reduction  to  160  acree  ahowa  a  prediaposi tion 
towards  classification  restoration  remarked  on  earlier.   The 
other  actions  in  Alternative  C  for  this  area  meet  our  approval. 

Little  Mountain  ACEC  should  be  removed  from  any  leasing 
consideration.   The  area  has  never  been  targeted  for  exploration, 
it  la  unlikely  to  harbor  hydrocarbons,  and  drilling  can  harm  cave 
resources  in  addition  to  abetting  vandalism  of  cultural 
resources.   Additionally,  hazardous  wastes  have  no  place  in  this 
(or  any  other)  ACEC. 

Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  ACEC  neede  to  be  protected  from 
mining  impacts-   Bentonlte  and  gypeum  mining  claims  which  are 
unworked  should  be  revoked,  where  possible,  to  ensure  the 
protection  of  this  unique  geological  feature.   Oil  and  gaa 
exploration  and  development  ahould  similarly  be  excluded. 
Grazing  would  likely  have  little  impact  on  the  features  for  which 
the  ACEC  would  be  deaignated. 

Thie  concludea  the  comments  of  the  Wyoming  Wildlife 
Federation.   We  look  forward  to  reviewing  the  Final  EIS  and 
Reeource  Management  Plan  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area. 
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Jure  30,  1988 


Boo  Ross,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  igement 

Cody  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  518 
Cody,  4V    8241U 


Dear  31r: 

-■•  1 t  lng  to  comment  or    tne  Draft  Enviroraertal  Impact 
Statemert  (EIS)  for  the  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan  ( RMP  ) . 
My  comments  represent  tne  views  of  tne  Wyoming  Chapter  of 
the  Sierra  CluO  as  well  as  tne  Northern  Great  Plains  Region 
of  the  Sierra  Club. 

The  Sierra  Club  feels  that  the  Cody  Resource  Maragemert  Plan 
la  biased  against  protection  of  the  valuable  wildlife, 
cultural,  recreational  ard  cave  resources  which  the  Bureau 
Lgeaent  is  mandated  to  wisely  manage.   The  Plan 
gives  lip  service  to  envlronoertal  values  ratner  thar 
proposing  solid  protective  measures. 

Oil  ard  Gas  Leasing 
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Cody  RM 
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t  glaring  example  of  tne  near  complete  failure  of  tne 
P  to  balance  multiple  uses  Is  the  way  the  plan 

mineral  activities.   100*  of  the  areas  legally 
le  for  leasing  are  open  to  development  In  the  Plan, 
clsion  is  particularly  irdefanslble  given  that  none 
alternatives  wltnln  the  plan  ever  consider  not 

more  thar  .5$  of  the  resource  area.   This  fact  alore 
he  extreme  bias  of  the  planners. 

eral  Leasing  Act  of  1920  provides  that:   "All  lands 
to  disposition  under  this  chapter  which  are  krown  or 
to  contain  oil  or  gas  deposits  may  be  leased  by  the 

ry  [of  the  Interior]."   This  permissive  authority  to 

eaves  the  Secretary  free  to  refuse  leasing.   Udall  v. 
"urglin  v.  Morton,  Pease  v.  Udall,  Haley  v.  Seaton. 

clsirg  that  discretlor,  the  Secretary  may  dec  11  re  to 


imposition  to  pmgrtit,   hut  oppniifioH  to  hlilij  prrigrt 
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lease  based  or  environmental  grourds.  Dueslrg  v.  Udall, 
Learned  v.  ^att.  A  It hough  there  is  some  admiristratlve 
uneasiness  about  whether  a  decision  not  to  lease  a  broad 
area  corstltutes  a  withdrawal  which  must  comply  with  the 
procedures  of  Section  20U  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  ^ct,  there  Is  ample  authority  tnat  the  two  remain 
distinct.   See  Udall,  Learned,  and  Richard  K.  Todd. 

The  3LM  should  use  this  authority  to  not  lease  areas  of 
critical  wildlife  habitat — particularly  winter  range--and 
other  key  natural  and  recreatloral  areas.   Specifically, 
Little  Mountain,  Sheep  Mountain,  Five  Sprirgs  Falls  and  the 
area  adjacent  to  Clark's  Fork  Canyon  snould  not  be  leased. 

Furthermore,  the  Plan  does  not  include  a  legally  adequate 
aralysls  of  mineral  exploration  and  development  ir  the 
rorest.   Tne  National  Envirormertal  policy  Act  (NEPA) 
requires  more  than  a  compilation  of  hypothetical  Impacts  of 
federal  plars  ard  programs.   The  Act  directs  agercles  to 
ta«e  a  "hard  look"  at  the  full  range  of  environmental 
consequences  wnlch  could  potentially  result  from  tne 
particular  actions  they  propose  to  take.   Kleppe  v.  Sierra 
Cluo,  Sierra  Club  v.  petersor. 

The  furctlon  of  an  environmental  Impact  statement  is  to 
disclose  the  effects  of  implementing  a  particular  course  of 
action.   The  only  way  tnis  can  be  done  accurately  is  to 
properly  ldertlfy  the  action  or  proposal  for  which  ar  £13  is 
required.   California  v.  Slock.   The  fundamental  problem 
with  the  analysis  in  the  EIS  Is  that  It  bears  ro  relatior 
either  to  the  mineral  actions  already  taken  or  tne  Fonest  on 
to  currently  pending  lease  proposals.   In  other  words,  the 
plannens  have  not  pnopenly  identified  tne  action  being 
evaluated  In  the  FEIS. 

A  January  13,  1988,  declsior  by  tne  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals 
for  tne  Nlrth  Circuit,  confirmed  that  the  sale  of  an  oil  ard 
gas  lease  corstltutes  the  "poirt  of  commitment,"  "triggering 
NEPA ' s  application,  because"  after  the  lease  Is  sold  the 
government  no  longer  has  the  ability  to  prohibit  potertialLy 
significant  inroads  or  the  envlnonment. "   Conner  v,  Burford. 
The  Court  held  that:   "The  goverrmert's  inability  to  fully 
ascertain  the  precise  extent  of  tne  effects  of  mlnenal 
leasing  in  a  national  forest  is  not,  however,  a 
Justl f icatlor  for  falling  to  estimate  what  tnose  effects 
might  be  before  Irrevocably  committing  to  the  activity." 


Since  the  plan  allocates  lands  to  be  leased  or  not  leased, 
It  Is  the  "point  of  commitment"  for  purposes  of  NEPA.   Thus, 
the  EIS  must  contain  a  detailed  analysis  estimating  the 
effects  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  or  tne  environment  and 
determining  if  such  effects  are  acceptably  within  the  bounds 
of  tne  Land  allocation  prescriptions  contained  In  the  plan. 


Responses  to  Letter  69 


1  Please  see  general  responses  4  and  5. 

2  The  Wyoming  BLM  does  have  some  administrative  responsibilities 
for  leasing  of  minerals  on  lands  administered  by  the  Forest  Service 
However,  minerals  leasing  and  surface  protection  requirements  on 
Forest  Service  lands  near  the  Cody  planning  area  are  discussed  in 
land  use  plans  for  the  Shoshone  and  Bighorn  national  forests.  The 
Cody  RMP/EIS  does  not  consider  Forest  Service  lands 

Reasonable  "scenarios"  of  future  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  devel- 
opment and  other  surface-disturbing  activities  have  been  developed 
and  analyzed  for  the  Cody  planning  area.  Projected  levels  of  surface- 
disturbing  activities  associated  with  oil  and  gas,  coal,  and  geother- 
mal  leasing;  geophysical  exploration;  the  development  of  rights-of- 
way;  and  the  development  of  salable  and  locatable  minerals  are 
summarized  on  pages  23,  29,  36,  and  37  through  39  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  Information  relating  to  anticipated  surface  disturbances  in 
smaller  portions  of  the  planning  area  is  available  in  the  Management 
Situation  Analysis,  which  is  available  at  the  Cody  Resource  Area  of- 
fice. Please  also  see  appendix  K  of  this  document. 

We  do  not  agree  that  planning  decisions,  such  as  whether  or  not  to 
lease,  must  be  made  on  the  basis  of  site-specific  information  derived 
from  an  assessment  of  potential  impacts.  Assessments  of  potential 
impacts  and  planning  decisions  at  the  RMP  planning  stage  are  made 
on  the  best  available  information  but  are  not  necessarily  based  on 
site-specific  information.  Site-specific  information  is  evaluated  in 
detailed  environmental  analyses  that  are  conducted  in  response  to 
individual  proposal  for  surface-disturbing  activities.  The  great  major- 
ity of  oil  and  gas  leases  expire  before  any  drilling  is  done,  and  most 
exploratory  wells  are  abandoned  as  dry  holes.  For  these  reasons, 
detailed  site-specific  evaluations  of  a  single  well,  or  evaluation  of  the 
cumulative  effects  of  an  entire  field,  would  be  extremely  speculative 
at  the  leasing  stage. 

3.  Please  see  general  response  4. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  3. 

5.  Protection  of  fragile  soils  and  avoidance  of  landslides  would  be  ad- 
dressed in  site-specific  environmental  analyses  conducted  in 
response  to  proposed  timber  harvest  activities. 

6.  Stream  channels  would  improve  as  other  wetland/riparian  areas  im- 
prove at  the  level  described  in  the  forthcoming  wetlands  HMP,  in  this 
document,  and  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Proposed  methods  to  improve 
these  aquatic  systems  are  discussed  on  pages  10,  26,  32,  33,  47-49, 
119,  298,  307,  323,  and  341  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

7.  Please  see  general  response  6. 

8.  Please  see  response  16  to  letter  68  regarding  a  "no  leasing"  alterna- 
tive. 

It  would  not  have  been  reasonable  to  remove  most  surface  protection 
requirements  to  provide  a  false  perception  of  a  greater  range  of  al- 
ternatives. In  other  words,  it  is  not  reasonable  or  proficient  to  analyze 
an  assumption  that  necessary  and  legally  required  protection  mea- 
sures would  not  be  applied.  We  believe  the  requirement  is  for  an 
"adequate  and  reasonable"  range  of  alternatives  and  that  such  a 
range  has  been  provided. 
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While  exploratlor  is  rot  inevitable,  this  does  rot  alter  tne 
fact  tnat  Issuance  of  a  lease  irrevocably  corveys  some  right 
to  conduct  exploration  ard  development ,  with  tne  attendant 
environmental  consequences  for  the  Resource  Area.   The  EIS 
must  evaluate  this  resource  comaltaent  ard  its  erv iroraertal 
consequences  in  order  to  provide  a  oasis  for  the  plar.  The 
presert  EIS  does  not.   As  a  result,  the  oil  ard  gas 
discusslor  lr  the  EIS  Is  ertlreiy  hypotnetical. 

The  decision  to  make  available  for  alneral  exploration  ard 
developoert  virtually  all  nor  Wilderness  Study  Areas  lards 
is  not  baaed  upon  an  analysis  of  tne  Impacts  or  the  Forest 
of  exploration  and  development.   The  discussion  of  the 
Impacts  of  mineral  exploratlor  ard  development  is  extnemely 
cursony  and  gerenal.   It  consists  of  statements  of  the 
Obvious. 

In  sum,  both  the  plan  and  decisions  made  in  accondance  wltn 
it  must  oe  based  upon  site-specific  lnformatlor  derived  from 
ar  assessment  of  the  lapact  of  minenal  activities  on  the 
particular  area  of  the  Forest  In  which  these  activities  may 
ta*e  place.   This  assessment  has  not  been  done  fon  the  Cody 
Resounce  Area. 

ion,  given  the  number  of  leases  issued  ard  pending 
in  tne  Forest,  ard  the  number  of  claims,  there  is  a  need  fon 
an  analysis  that  addnesses  the  cumulative  effects  of 

■ -.  multiple  wells  and  constnuctlng  multiple  roads  and 
developing  multiple  fields,  as  well  as  the  high  probability 
fop  leveiopmert  of  otnen  areas, 

Tne  counts  have  emphasized  tne  need  to  considen  the 
cumulative  effects  of  sevenal  pnoposed  activities  befone  the 
activities  ane  appnoved  and  begin.   Conner  v.  3urford,  Boo 
Mars nail  Alliance  v.  Watt,  Thomas  v.  petenson,    in  Connen 
v.  Surf or d,  for  example,  tne  district  court  stated: 
"Obviously  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  several  oil  ard  gas  development  activities  must 
be  done  before  a  single  activity  can  pnoceed. " 
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The  use  of  No  Surface  Occupancy  (NSO)  stipulations  as  a 
substitute  fon  land  assignments  making  certalr  areas  off 
Halts  to  leas lrg.   Ircluded  are  black  footed  ferret  habi  tat , 
certain  caves  and  administrative  units.   Thene  Is  no 
rationale  for  ma king  these  areas  aval  lab  le  for  oil  ard  gas 
leaslrg  at  all,  ever  with  the  NSO  stipulation.   The  basic 
lncoapat lb  I llty  between  the  identified  resource  values  of 
the  areas  ard  oil  ard  gas  exploratlor  and  development  will 
not  change,  and  leasing  with  the  NSO  sets  the  stage  for 
conflict  between  the  lessee  and  the  Bl'4.   As  noted  eanllen, 
the  3LM  has  beer  unwilling  to  enforce  the  NSO  stlpulatlor, 
particularly  when  it  means  that  the  lessee  will  not  be  able 
to  develop  the  lease. 

Given  the  new  proposed  BLM  regulations  on  leasing,  all 
stipulations  ane  subject  to  modification  wltn  little 
assunrce  of  adequate  Justification  fon  this  change.   This 
gives  little  neason  for  consenvatlonlsts  to  trust  that  these 
stlpulat Ions  will  ever  be  used  to  their  fullest  extent 
unless  they  cause  the  company  no  pain.   Enclosed  ane  tne 
Sienna  Club  comments  on  the  new  regulations  which  address 
the  issue  of  lease  modi  float lors. 


Areas  of  Critical  Snvlnon mental  Concenn : 

The  pnoposed  ACEC  designations  ane  vlntually  meaningless. 
The  designations  ane  menely  labels  without  any  management 
guldellres  wltn  teeth.  All  of  the  areas  would  remain  open  to 
ORV  use  and  oil  and  gas  leasing.    The  only  dlffenence 
between  tnese  areas  and  the  rest  of  tne  resource  area  Is 
that  you  have  agreed  to  feel  worse  and  aore  guilty  when  they 
are  developed.   Specific  managemert  guideline  wnlcn  protect 
the  recreatloral,  scenic,  biologic  and  geologic  values  of 
tne  ineas  should  oe  Included. 
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Seen  la  Values! 

UrJer  tne  Plir,  surface  disturbing  ioiUIU«s  would  be 
pnonlblted  within  500  ftet  of  several  rivers  to  proteot 
u«lr  scenic  values.   This  anbltrary  fijura  la  Inadequate 
for  tnls  objeatlve.   An  analysis  to  determine  the  extent  of 
tne  view  sned  from  these  rivers  ard  other  reoreatloral 
hotspots  snould  be  oorducted.   In  soma  cases,  for  irstance, 
moving  tne  lOtlvUy  back  500  feet  may  mean  that  It  Is  nlgner 
or  *  hill  and  thus  compounding  the  pnooiem. 


Timber i 

The  main  problem  wltn  tne  timber  section  of  the  Plar  Is  that 
It  Is  vary  dlffloult  to  asaertalr  the  value  ard 
environmental  Impact  of  the  program.   Very  little 
Information  Is  provided  about  anv lronaental  affeots, 
sustained  yield,  growth  tables,  reforestation  ard  past 
activities.   Fon  instance,  your  standard  of  allowing  tloben 
cutting  on  slopes  up  to  H5J  Is  not  supported  by  ary  facts. 
Can  all  fnaglle  soils  be  protected  under  this  guideline? 
Can  landslides  be  avoided  tnrough  this  guideline? 

Srizlrg: 


I  Tne  d 
ho"wPt 
assun 


document  admits  that  many  stneam  channels  are  In  less 
good  condition.  The  Plan,"  howeven,  does  not  explain 
nose  areas  are  expected  to  improve.   Lacking  this,  we 

me  management  as  usual  will  proceed. 
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Elk: 

The  Plar  admits  that  elk  populations  will  decrease  below  the 
state  herd  objectives  upon  lmplemertlor  of  tne  Plan.   <fe 
find  this  unacceptable  and  suggest  you  reduce  the 
development  activities  which  cause  tnls  decline. 

tack  of  Alternatives: 

The  Plan  violates  NEPA  because  of  Its  mlsenly  range  of 
alterratlves.   Three  alternatives  call  for  leasing  the 
entire  resource  area,  the  fourth  calls  fon  leasing  about 
99.51.   This  rarge  of  99.54-1001  violates  the  law. 

There  are  plenty  of  other  similar  examples.   Three  of  the 
alterratlves  call  for  500  amof  of  timber  while  one  calls  for 
800  mobf.   Ir  fact,  tne  alterratlves  for  cave  resources, 
cultural  resources,  rlparlar  areas  and  surface  waters  are 
Idertlcal. 
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presentat Ion ; 

The  presentation  of  the  material  leaves  room  fon  vast 
Improvement.   This  Is  particularly  a  problem  with  the  maps. 
The  scale  of  the  mpas  Is  so  small  It  Is  virtually  Impossible 
to  determine  the  future  of  ary  specific  piece  of  land.   He 
urge  you  to  solve  tnls  problem  before  the  flral  plar  Is 
Issued. 

Conclusion : 

Due  to  tne  deficiencies  noted  above,  tne  Cody  P.MP  falls  far 
snort  of  tne  standard  which  the  public  deserves  from  a 
public  lands  management  agency.   The  Sierra  Club  calls  for 
tne  draft  Cody  Resource  Management  plar  to  Oe  scrapped.  A 
fresh  start  should  be  undertaken  and  a  new  dnaft  should  be 
Issued  wltn  a  complete  public  comment  period  prior  to  a 
flral  plan  being  neleasad. 


Hilary  Oder 

Stenllrg  Evans 

Sue  Lowry 

Cornle    4  I loert 

Jeanne   Duvall 

Greater    Tfellowstore    Coalltlor 

Wyoming   Wildlife    Federation 

The   Wilderness    Society 
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Wyoming  State 
Grazing  Board      rfc^ed 


CENTRAL  COMMITTEE 

P  O  Bom  1202  L*nd«r  Wyoming  82520 

(307)  U2  2601 

DtokLocwf 


Ob  Roil.Tum  LllOir 
Cody  BLM  RMP/EIS 
POB  318 
Cody ,Wyo. 8241  4 


88  -M.  - 1    fK  |,  29 

ILMCODr  R.A. 


'lull  i:cid  th.aa  t:..mn  from  tha  Wyoming  Statu  Gr 
conctrnmg  the  Dralt  Cody  RMP/EIS. 


Tha  USSB  wai  aitaolilhad  by  Wyoming  Statt  la 


1979  for  tht  purpo 


\  of  providing  cirtim  f  inancill  unstinci  to  BLM  permittees  on 
r  angt lend  improvtmtnt  projtcts.and  to  ht  lp  ficUltltl  tht 
consuHat1on»coordination,and  cooperation  r  tqu i r  tment  s  of  Section  9  of 
tht  Public  Rangaland  Improvement  Act  of  1976. It  is^this  spirit  that  we 
offer  these  comments  for  your  consideration. 

Page  8:   Tht  narrative  in  the  upper  left  portion  of  this  page  states 
that  tht  BLM  might  reduce  or  eliminate  livestock  grazing  in  "specific 
situations  where  livestock  grazing  would  significantly  conflict  with 
other  management  ob j ec t i vts " . Wh i 1 t  tht  WSGB  agrees  that  the  Multiple 
uie  and  Sustained  Yield  Act  does  not  necessarily  require  the  on  site 
presence  of  tach  multiple  use  on  every  acre  of  public  landiwe  would 
'offer  a  comment  that  the  elimination  of  an  existing  multiple  use  from 
an  area  of  existing  use  should  be  viewed  as  a  serious  matter  by  the 
BLM. The  WSGB  is  requesting  that  any  such  actions  involving  livestoct 

ig  reductions  or  eliminations  in  this  Resource  Area  be  brought  to 

ry    early  attention  of  the  Worland  Grazing  Advisory  Board  and  the 

t  our  Lander  office. 


Dedicated  to  the  wise  use  of  Wyoming  $  Section  3  grazing  lands 
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Page  34/35:   With  respect  to  the  narrative  on  these  pages  concerning 

stock  dr iveways. the  WSGB  recalls  that  the  BLM  and  the  District  Grazing 

Advisory  Boards  went  through  a  process  in  the  early  1 990 '  s  of 

reviewing  existing  driveways  for  retention  or  e 1 i m i na t i on . Oo  these 

narratives  state  that  you  intend  to  redo  this  process"*   If  so, please 
provide  us  with  the  rational  and  guidance  that  is  driving  this 
dec  i  s  i  on  . 

Page  191.:   Are  the  percentages  shown  in  Table  12  the  numbers  before  or 
after  the  rangeland  conditions  collected  in  the  field  were  "bumped 
down"  in  the  office  during  the  winter  of  1986/87'   If  they  represent 
tht  numbers  after  the  original  condition  estimates  were  changed  by  the 
range  staff  over  the  winter, we  would  lilt  to  request  that  you  include 
an  additional  Table  in  the  Final  RMP/EIS  that  shows  the  public  the 
percentages  by  condition  class  for  each  plant  community  prior  to  the 
office  procedure  reductions  made  by  the  range  stiff. 


the 


..,,[  .. 


ould  you  also  explain  the  apparent  discrtptney  btti* 
crts  shown  in  Table  12  ■f,,"SCS  condition  classes  do  net  apply/were 
ot  determined"  and  acres  shown  as  "unsuitable"  in  Table  G-2.lt  looks 
o  us  that  the  same  criteria  applied  to  both  Tables. but  the  numbers 
on' t  match  very  well, 


Page  198:   In  the  paragraph  just  above  "Groundwater ",how  much  of  the 
"acctltrattd  erosion"  is  geologic  VS  man  cau*ed,aid  how  doti  the  BLM 
determint  which  is  which'   Mow  d.d  you  determine  that  73%  of  the 
accelerated  erosion  was  caused  by  livestock  grazing-"   How  much  of  t  h* 
73%  caused  by  livestoct  grazing  was  caused  by  improper  livestoct 
grazing'  Art  thtst  numbtrs  tstimatts  or  based  in  data  collected 
f  ield' 

Page  204:  Thl  narrative  under  tht  section  on  Wetlands  continually  uses 
value  terms  such  as  "good  ","  poor  ".  tt  c  .  P  1  ta  «t  t  plain  "  good  "  .  1 1  c  .  i 
what, for  tach  of  the  areas  rated  in  this  section.   What  were  Lht 
criteria  foe  mail  ins  the  value  judgements  used  in  this  section'   Is  it 
possible  that  tht  existing  habitat  is  "good"  'o'  some  types  o* 
multiple  uses, but  "poor"  for  others  ai  tht  samt  time"1 
For  t.emple.ctrlein  types  of  nature*  prtditors  prefer  open  hebitat 


Responses  to  Letter  70 

1.  The  elimination  of  any  form  of  multiple  use  from  a  parcel  of  public 
land  is  certainly  viewed  as  a  serious  action  by  the  BLM.  Should  any 
need  to  reduce  or  eliminate  livestock  grazing  in  any  part  of  the  plan- 
ning area  be  identified,  the  affected  permittee  and  any  other  appro- 
priate parties  would  be  notified  in  accordance  with  43  CFR  41 10.3-3 
(b). 

2.  Pages  34  and  35  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  represent  the  requirements 
of  the  normal  planning  process  that  the  existing  management  direc- 
tion and  alternatives  be  considered.  As  we  said,  the  preferred  alter- 
native is  to  retain  existing  stock  driveway  withdrawals.  In  the  future, 
if  it  is  found  that  stock  driveway  withdrawals  are  no  longer  serving 
the  purpose  for  which  they  were  withdrawn,  the  BLM,  in  consultation 
with  the  Worland  District  Grazing  Advisory  Board,  may  propose  to 
revoke  stock  driveway  withdrawals.  However,  the  areas  in  question 
refer  to  the  trailing  that  is  occurring  outside  designated  stock  drive- 
ways to  accommodate  existing  needs  to  move  livestock 

3.  The  percentages,  shown  in  table  12,  represent  the  final  ecological 
condition  classes  derived  from  analyzing  the  field  data  collected 
during  the  ecological  site  inventory.  The  condition  classes  consid- 
ered both  species  composition  and  total  annual  production  asso- 
ciated with  field  estimates  and  observations  of  each  vegetative  com- 
munity. All  field  data  are  available  for  review  in  the  Cody  Resource 
Area  office. 

The  acreage  difference  between  table  12  and  table  G-2  occurred 
because  in  table  12  the  acreage  of  annual  forb,  perennial  forb,  grass/ 
forb,  and  alpine  tundra  vegetation  types  were  combined  into  the 
"Other"  category.  Because  each  of  these  types  made  up  a  low  per- 
centage of  the  total  inventory,  they  were  grouped  together  as  "Other" 
in  that  table;  however,  they  were  reported  by  individual  condition 
class  in  table  G-2.  We  have  entered  a  change  in  the  "Additions  and 
Corrections  for  Chapter  3"  to  indicate  that  condition  class  was  not 
determined  on  only  79%  of  the  28,287  acres. 

4.  The  discussion  on  pages  178  through  179  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  de- 
scribes our  method  of  estimating  "natural  erosion."  The  discussion 
on  page  227,  column  2,  describes  our  postulation  that  grazing, 
because  of  its  very  wide  extent  in  the  planning  area,  contributes  an 
estimated  75%  of  the  total  accelerated  erosion.  By  definition,  "accel- 
erated erosion"  is  human-caused  or  induced. 

Our  figures  resulted  from  a  combination  of  field  data  collected  in 
the  planning  area  in  the  1950s,  erosion  measurement  methodologies 
applied  in  1986,  literature  sources  on  measured  impacts  on  range- 
lands,  and  an  evaluation  formula  similar  to  that  used  for  the  Grass 
Creek  grazing  EIS  (USDI,  BLM  1982). 

5.  Stream  habitat  conditions  were  classified  according  to  "Condition 
Classes  for  Streambanks  and  Shorelines"  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
February  5,  1980,  volume  45,  pages  7889  through  7895)  In  general, 
the  classification  refers  to  what  is  preferred  from  and  "overall"  view- 
point consistent  with  multiple  use  management  of  or  natural 
resources;  for  example,  "good"  condition  is  preferred  because  of  the 
benefits  it  provides  for  all  resource  concerns,  including  wildlife  hab- 
itat and  livestock  grazing  forage. 

6.  The  narrative  referred  to  is  part  of  the  description  of  the  "Affected 
Environment."  As  such,  our  intention  was  to  provide  one  example 
of  a  riparian  management  technique,  other  than  open  free-choice 
grazing,  that  has  been  utilized  to  date  in  the  planning  area 

A  discussion  as  is  suggested  appears  in  appendix  G,  table  G-3,  which 
is  reprinted  in  this  final  document  It  should  be  understood  that  fenc- 
ing does  not  necessarily  mean  that  livestock  would  be  eliminated 
Rather,  the  intention  is  to  control  the  amount  of  grazing  pressure 
within  the  riparian  areas. 

7.  The  paragraph  you  mentioned  may  be  misleading  The  BLM  has  man- 
agement authority  over  wetlands  on  public  land  Further,  this  is  part 
of  the  description  of  the  affected  environment,  and  lands  other  than 
those  administered  by  the  BLM  can  be  affected  by  BLM  actions 

8  Information  on  curlew  and  plover  breeding  and  habitat  requirements 
is  contained  in  the  Management  Situation  Analysis,  available  for  re- 
view at  the  Cody  Resource  Area  office  These  birds  are  adapted  to 
nesting  on  the  ground  among  low  growing  vegetation  that  permits 


167 


70.3 


A 


8 


l  M  iMo»i  than  to  be  mo*  a  tuccn 
Iht  tin*  time, the  intended  P'ey  *ou  ertftr  inori  C0v*> 

nm  piici  o*  country  m  which  to  hldt  '<o»i  tha  pt«d'lor.Wi  *«rr. 
the  BLM  that  wttlind/riparian  habitats  pr  ov  <d* 

uii  vaiuei.Ptrhapi  these  trait  shou  Id  be  rated  using  ratourca  va.ua 
'il  m-ii  tor  (ich  of  the  mu 1 t  tp  le  utai  P'litnt  on  tha  area . I .  value 
laden  criteria  wara  ui*d  In  tha  c 1  at* ' f »c at  » on  of  wetland  hab  1 1  a t * iwat 
tha  general  Public  givtn  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  this 
procitl''  M  not, will  wi  ba  givan  this  opportunity  in  the  naar  future' 

In  iddil  ion,thi  mrritivi  titit  only  fanctng  of  it  ream  habitat  aa  an 
i.ii),pli  of  a  way  to  inprovi  "cond  i 1  i  on "  .  Tha  WSGB  has  recently  held 
ditcunions  with  the  Washington  BLM  Pange  Staff  and  other  recognned 
pr  of  eti  i  ona  Is  in  this  '  -I'd.on  management  methods  to  maintain  or 
imp ro»e  riparian  heb'tatt.They  have  conveyed  that  fencing  of  these 
habitat  types  should  be  a  last  resort  effort  on  public  lands  because  a 
number  of  other  management  methods  are  presently  available  to  the  BLM 
to  accomplish  multiple  use  objectives. Ue  would  lit*  to  request  ' 
the  Cmal  RMP/EIS  narrative  be  revised  to  include  these  olhtr 
management  techniques  so  that  the  pub  1  i  i  *ad  to  believe 

that  fencing  is  the  prefered  management  tool  by  the  Cody  BLM. 

caga  207:   Under  "Spring  Areas", if  the  canals  and  associated  wetlands 
on  public  lands  are  the  legal  and  practical  responsibility  of  the 
irrigation  districts  and  mdiwuals.why  do  you  addr i  tl 

CMP' 

"age  209:   Please  state  the  number  of  acres  presently  used  I 
■mountain  clovers  for  br**dmg,and  the  long-b  O led  curlews  for  nesl 
Also, please  state  the  prefered  type  of  habitat  for  these  two 
critters. Is  it  not  true  that  the  habitat  r equ  i  < em* n 1 s  of  these  two 
Oirds  presents  a  conflict  with  the  hib'Ul  needs  of  certain 

nu  H ip 1«  uses  of  public  lands  because  the  present  ecological  condition 

»*  the  prefered  habitats  for  these  two  birds  >s  "poor"  tco'ogna! 

.ondi t ion, and  that  the  BLM  plans  to  manage  the  existing  critical 

riabi  tal  0*  !h*i»  two  mk)s  to  maintain, on  purpose, a  "poor "  ecological 

Status  because  this  is  what  these  two  sptc  i  es  require" 


9_  ~  4  3e  2 i 4 :   p  least 
■       -i^e  in  g'aiing  tees 


ect  the  numbers  m  this  section  to  reflect  tl 
blic  lands  trom  »1  .  3*5  to  »1  .54/fl  ' 
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Page  215:   The  narrative  in  the  upper  left  of  this  page  tails  of  the 
estimated  value  per  public  and  private  AUM  to  the  per m t t t ee . The  only 
data  we  are  aware  of  on  this  issue  concerns  the  costs  of  running  an 
AUM  on  private  VS  Public.  Is  this  what  is  meant  by  this  narrative'   If 
not. please  provide  the  source  of  the  data. If  you  are  talking  costs  of 
product  ion, then  the  costs  per  AUM  represent  just  that, a  costs  to  the 
permit  tee, not  a  value  to  the  owner  of  the  AUM  or  permit. 

Page  272:   Given  the  e^plaination  in  Appendix  G  that  your  office  feels 
that  estimates  of  range  ecological  conditions  are  largely  a  function 
of  the  annual  vegetation  production  inventoried  by  the  BLM  during  a 
one  time  i n ve n t o r y , a nd  given  that  the  annual  production  of  vegetation 
inventoried  at  any  one  point  in  time  is  90%  a  function  of  whether  or 
not  it  rained  much  that  spring, we  do  not  understand  the  rational 
behind  the  statements  on  this  page  that  the  BLM's  long  term  management 
program  will  increase  overall  range  cond  i  t  i  c.  ns  .  I  f  the  narrative  in 
Appendix  G  is  cor r ect , ecolog ica 1  conditions  will  have  much  more  to  do 
.«nuil  weather  events  than  BLM's  long  term  management  program. 

Page  275:   Given  the  large  number  of  management  proposals  in  this 

a  1 ter nat  ive.wou Id  you  please  explain  why  range  conditions  are  only 

projected  to  be  slightly  better  than  the  present  situation  after  20 
years  of  the  proposed  management" 

Would  you  explain  why  the  vegetation  man-pulation  projects  discu 
in  the  second  paragraph  will  tat.e  20  years  to  improve  range  conditions 
to  "good", and  would  you  explain  what  you  mean  by  •'good'"1  What  will  be 
the  plant  community  at  this  "good"  condition' 

Page  276:   Under  "Wet  1 ands" . why  are  reductions  in  1 l vest ocl  'changes  in 
season  of  use, the  only  management  tools  projected  to  improve  stream 
habitat  conditions' 

Page  279:   Would  you  please  support  wf.lt   !a*a  tre  statements  :n  this 
page  that  state  that, "use  would  be  etensive  enough  to  remo.e  from 
ALL, 'our  emphasis), of  the  plant  groups  more  total  vegetation  tha..  the 
amount  that  would  normally  be  replaced. We  find  this  to  be  an 
incredible  statement  that  deserves  further  discussion  if  this  is  how 
the  BLM  actually  feels  about  the  future  use  of  the  public  lands  in  the 


good  visibility  Chapman  Bench  offers  this  type  of  habitat  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  BLM  to  maintain  suitable  nesting  habitat  in  this  area 
and,  along  with  economic  and  environmental  consideration,  this 
may  preclude  certain  range  treatment  options  such  as  ripping  or  dis- 
king blue  grama  sod  and  seeding  to  species  that  would  have  more 
vertical  structure 

9.  We  have  entered  a  correction  in  the  "Additions  and  Corrections  for 
Chapter  3"  to  reflect  the  correct  figures. 

10.  The  narrative  to  which  you  refer  pertains  to  the  value  of  an  AUM  to 
the  budget  of  a  livestock  operation. 

1 1  Precipitation  has  a  direct  and  profound  influence  on  vegetation  pro- 
duction of  any  site.  At  the  same  time,  an  individual  plant's  ability  to 
utilize  moisture  from  precipitation  is  influenced  by  the  size  and 
extent  of  its  root  system  and  whether  sufficient  aboveground  tissue 
is  available  to  utilize  that  moisture  in  the  photosynthetic  processes. 
The  relative  health  and  vigor  of  most  rangeland  plants  can  be  neg- 
atively influenced  by  excessive  disturbance  of  defoliation  from  any 
source,  including  grazing.  Plants  in  low  vigor  generally  have  shal- 
lower and  less  extensive  root  systems  than  plants  in  high  vigor  and, 
hence,  are  less  able  to  utilize  available  moisture  or  to  resist  the 
effects  of  drought.  Positive  changes  in  range  condition,  including 
production,  can  be  accelerated  through  management  that  improves 
vigor.  Climate  factors  alone  may  result  in  short-term  improvement, 
but  overall  improvement  in  range  condition  over  time  usually  does 
not  occur  unless  applied  management  eliminates  or  reduces  stress 
during  critical  vegetative  periods.  Also  please  see  the  response  to 
comment  19  of  this  letter. 

12.  The  figures  presented  represent  an  estimated  improvement  in  range 
condition  of  at  least  one  condition  class  on  approximately  230,000 
acres  (28%  of  inventoried  portion  of  the  planning  area). 

All  projects  cannot  be  implemented,  completed,  and  benefits  expe- 
rienced in  one  year.  It  is  estimated  that  implementation/completion 
would  occur  over  a  ten-year  period.  In  addition,  it  is  estimated  that 
at  least  three  years  would  be  required  for  benefits  to  be  realized,  and 
this  would  occur  over  another  ten-year  period.  It  is  also  estimated 
to  require  at  least  3  years  to  realize  benefits  and  this  would  occur 
over  another  10-year  period.  "Good"  refers  to  range  condition.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  plant  community  would  be  51%  to  75%  similar  to 
the  potential  natural  community  for  the  particular  range  site 
improved  and  would  produce  total  aboveground  plant  biomass 
within  75%  of  the  amount  expected  for  the  site. 

13.  The  section  referred  to  involves  the  "Environmental  Consequences" 
of  the  preferred  alternative.  The  management  actions  proposed 
under  this  alternative  are  found  in  chapter  2  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  refers  not  only  to  changes  in  livestock  numbers  and  seasons 
of  use  but  also  to  reductions  of  other  surface-disturbing  activities 
such  as  oil  and  gas  developement  and  ORV  use.  Other  actions  pro- 
posed may  be  found  in  chapter  2  on  page  49.  Also  see  response  to 
comment  6  of  this  letter. 

14.  According  to  our  data  on  forage  production  and  use  in  each  grazing 
allotment  within  these  144,000  acres,  demand  by  all  grazing  animals 
exceeds  acceptable  levels.  The  data  are  available  for  inspection  at 
the  resource  area  office  but  is  too  extensive  to  present  here. 

15.  We  have  removed  to  word  equal  in  the  text  of  chapter  4  of  this  doc- 
ument. 

16.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  this  oversight.  We  have  included  the  Wy- 
oming State  Grazing  Board  in  the  list  of  organizations  consulted  in 
this  final  EIS. 

17.  We  have  entered  the  information  you  request  on  the  "Additions  and 
Corrections  for  Appendixes." 

18.  The  withdrawal  review  process  is  a  requirement  of  law  and  has  been 
completed  to  date.  The  existing  stock  driveway  withdrawals  were  rec- 
ommended for  continuation  for  20  years  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
December  8,  1983.  Also  see  response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter. 

19.  Drought  conditions  did  not  prevail  during  ecological  site  inventory 
activities  as  indicated  by  resource  area  precipitation  data.  Of  19  rain 
gauges  located  through  the  5  to  9  inch  precipitation  zone  in  the 
resource  area,  at  the  time  of  inventory  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  each 
of  these  gauges,  only  five  had  received  less  than  100%  of  normal 
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Page  290:   At  the  bottom  o '  1 1 

■  possible  tc  logically  assume  tha  t  *  "changei  " 

acconpimtd  by  equa  1  changes  in  r  elated  output  rtvtnutt.pn 
income, and  *  -  iwhin  all  e  i  s  t  mg  studies  we  ere  awa ' *  of  it  at • 

that  t ht  reiationsh'peetweena  loss  o '  pul  ib 1 • l 

mentioned  m  this  na»  r  at  i  »«   s  e  ponenl la  1 . not  1  inear  "* 

Page  234/285:  Since  ci'  '  IE  has  been   . 

in  ongoing  discussions  wth  the  Cody  BLM  office  ebcul  the,  contr  ■ 

-*P  EIS.But  we  can  r.»x     find  cu'  organisation  *- 
those  with  whon  you  have  consul  ted. Thar  a  is  cu 
JSGB  as  to  whether  oi  not  we  should 
or  a  i  nso 1 1  .Pleas*  ad 

Iriiing  Management " , p leas* 
-•ence  the  spec  i  f  ic  po i ic  ie*  u«ed  to  guide  this  pr  ogi 
numbers  o'  nanuals  on  riparian  management ■ rang, 
tor ingi invent* 

P  a g e  3 1 i :   Under  t  he  sec  I i on  c 

?■>   ?'   jn  1     '«•■  (r      3  5   well  . 

°a)t  31        you  are  aware . the 

BLM  range  staff  ^«.  a  numb, 

not  take  tl      e  or  space  here  < 

•• '  s  procedu  r<  ■ 

the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  me',  hod. As  at 

, 

,J.SCS,and*..  .  ■  rect    whal     ue    feel     -.  ■  . 

■ 
f  o-  age    contt't  'ons  . 

...  ite   f or    i  ..,..-. 

*  n  c  e  of  opinion  bet  we  en  t  he  W5G1 
of  the  interpretation  of  BLM  inventory  mf or  mat  i        I     Area . 

f    1987 1  the  WSGB      I  .,.•,-- 

planned  to  use  the  winter  of*ice  worl   pei    II  the  lata 
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i  nventory ■ and  tor 
r  y  by  either  one  or 
nvent  or  y  we r  e  below 


iduce  the  ecological  conditio 
two  classes  if  the  product  io 
that  recommended  by  the  SCS 


col  lected  from  thei 
found  in  the  invent 
est  imat es  from  the 
guides. The  reason  we  were  given  for  this  action  was  that  they  felt 
that  the  livestock  stocking  rates  recommended  by  the  SCS  guides  were 
too  high  for  the  amount  of  forage  production  found  during  the  one-time 
inventory, and  that  the  "bumping  down"  procedure  was  their  way  to 
reconcile  their  opinion  of  stocV- 1  ng  rates  bases  on  the  one-time 
production  estimates  with  the  stocl  1 ng  rates  recommended  by  the  SCS 
guides. We  agreed  witri  theii  assessment  of  the  effects  of  the  drought 
on  short  term  forage  product lon.tut  did  not  agree  that  it  was 
necessary.or  professionally  correct.to  use  production  estimates  alone 
to  unilaterly  change  tre  range  conditions  collected  in  the  field. 
Our  recommendation  at  that  time  is  the  same  as  »t  is  today, which  is  to 
ea.e  the  ecological  conditions  the  same  as  those  found  by  the 
nventory, but  to  state  in  the  PMP'EIS  that  it  was  their  professional 
udgement  that  recent  drought  conditions  had  reduced  forage  production 
o  the  point  where  the  stocl -ing  rates  in  the  SCS  guides  were  ti      )l 
or  the  present  si  tuat  ion, and  that  BLM  monitoring  procedures  would  be 
used  to  determine  whether  any  long  term  changes  in  carrying  capacity 
were  just-f'ed.We  also  recommended  that  since  they  were  using  an  SCS 
method  of  inventory, that  they  s»  their  expert 

assistance  in  the  interpretation  of  the  data. 


have  contacted  a  large  number  of  peop  1  < 
.  .  •  •  t  l  ion,  t  hey  shar  e  oi 
Pange  Handboc,  which  allows  fo 


of  statu-e  m  the  Pange 

r  opinic         '    ^rocedur 

a  reduction  in  ecological 

ivent. 
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rang*       tionf       that  originally  determined  from  ar 
vtry  strictly  a  ritld  procedure  to  be  used 

prof aiaional ly  compliant  tc  use  th<«  procedure.1 
5"ici  procedure  to  be  3in(r»ny  applied  t  c  an  entire  Pesource  area 
over  t ha  winter  per 

because  the  conditions  found  m  the  field  were 
reduced  utma  procedures  mccnsis'i  the  SCS 

.1  P.n).  Hi  II  -.Mes  in  Append!"  G  underestimate 

ispect  to  thi     |i|  ranji 

n . 

We  request  that  the  Tables  In  thl,  OMP  tret  deal 
forage  ci 


(average)  precipitation  Only  two  of  these  five  gauges  received  less 
than  90%  of  normal  precipitation  and  1 2  gauges  measured  from  1 07% 
to  138%  percent  of  normal  precipitation. 

Professional  judgments  of  the  vigor  of  the  plants  and  estimates  of 
production  of  certain  range  sites  within  the  Cody  planning  area  indi- 
cate that  "all  is  not  well"  on  these  sites.  To  point  out  this  potential 
problem,  the  Cody  Resource  Area  chose  to  use  as  a  planning  tool 
a  procedure  described  in  the  National  Range  Handbook  BLM  Manual 
Handbook  H-4410-1,  section  305.5(a).  We  used  the  following  produc- 
tion criteria  in  addition  to  species  composition  to  determine  condi- 
tion ratings  on  these  sites:  (1)  if  production  was  greater  than  75% 
of  potential,  there  was  no  reduction  from  the  rating  based  on  species 
composition  alone;  (2)  if  production  was  greater  than  50%  and  less 
than  75%  of  potential,  the  condition  rating  was  lowered  one  class, 
and  (3)  if  production  was  less  than  50%  of  potential,  the  condition 
was  lowered  two  classes.  Monitoring  procedures,  as  discussed  in 
appendix  G,  will  tell  us  whether  these  concerns  are  valid  and  whether 
stocking  rate  adjustments  are  necessary. 

The  SCS  has  been  consulted  as  to  the  priority  of  using  production 
and  species  composition  to  rate  range  condition,  and  they  are  in 
agreement  that  the  procedure  used  is  appropriate  as  a  planning  tool 
Species  composition  alone  should  not  be  used  to  determine  the  over- 
all condition  class  of  the  vegetation  community.  Overall,  plant  vigor 
and  subsequent  production  also  must  be  considered  before  a  final 
condition  rating  is  assigned. 

All  data  (range  site  delineation,  species  composition,  total  produc- 
tion, ground  cover,  and  vegetation  type)  on  each  site  was  collected 
in  the  field  by  trained  range  professionals.  The  winter  months  were 
used  to  compile  the  results  of  the  data  into  a  usable  form  for  inclusion 
within  the  document.  No  "adjustments"  were  made  to  the  data  col- 
lected in  the  field.  Production  data  was,  however,  compared  to  pro- 
duction potential  of  the  individual  site  as  identified  in  the  appropriate 
range  site  descriptions. 

20.  We  have  included  an  explanation  of  the  above  procedure  in  the  text 
along  with  a  discussion  on  the  possible  factors  that  may  have  caused 
this  lower  production,  including  the  possibility  that  these  may  be 
entirely  different  sites  with  naturally  low  production  potential. 

The  definition  of  forage  condition  as  it  pertains  to  table  G-1  has  been 
added  to  the  Glossary. 

21.  We  would  like  to  invite  the  Wyoming  State  Grazing  Board  to  a  field 
tour  of  the  area.  Please  contact  the  Cody  Resource  Area  staff  to  ar- 
range a  date  and  time.  Any  permittee  or  other  member  of  the  public 
concerned  with  livestock  grazing  in  this  area  is  also  invited. 
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H    (h'l    >•    umcciMib'i    to    I  r»a    BLr-'  ■  •  Id    'i^uii'     i  »da    by 

ndi     T«t''«i     ihowinf     •>•     data     both    bafO'a    and    aftai      It     w«t     c*-anv»  ' 
t  hi    •  •")«    ■  :  a  *  *  . 

1*0  j  1  J     a  *  id     contain    a     met     ditiHid    •pll'ill  ion    o' 
•  nd    why    th«    BLM    cha«>9«d    I  ha    acologica^    cord't  *om     'cod     In    lha 
'it'diind    fur  thif    ■  m  p  1  ■  1  n    t  h«    c '  H  ■  r  1 1    f  o '    pUci'i    icti    t  n 
■  atufictory    o»    umit  iifictcy    f  o  f  a  9  a   cord    • 

Ut    ilio    'afluaat    that     lit    bmP'EIS    o**ar    to    jo    to    tha    Htld    w*tl     * 
who   wou'd*''it    to   ptrional'y    obtarva   wtiatbai    or    rot    tha    atlu*i    Mtld 
iituit  'O"    on    'iP9«    O'     'c(9t    condltloni    mate1,     tha    ttatamanta     In    >h# 
PMP    fo'     thota    inn. 

-»    a    }!"•'•'    racoaiattndal 1on«wi   would    1  Ike    to    'tQutit    1 1-, « t    •    techn lea  1 

ttam    o*    rocognuad    I    Pi'ti    »'e»    both    insidt    and    outs'da    tht    BLM   tt 
an  td    to    help    molvi    'ulun    ttMoui    dlfferencei    of    opinion    between 
trt    Blm    md    tha    USQP    or    an/    of     It'i    ptrnittin.Ui    feal    that    the    place 
to    nioHi    difference)!     '»     »n    t  h  t    f-fid.not    through    an    e- change    of 
'attar i . 


con«idt'*tion  of  th*s«  C  0  m  f*  t  n  1 1 . 


O^w   <^— 
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BLM  CODY  R.A. 


Cody  Resource  Management  Plan 
Exxon  Company,  USA  Comments 


Mr.  Bob  Ross 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  518 

Cody.  WY  82414 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

The  Southwestern  Division  of  the  Production  Department  of  Exxon  Company,  USA.  a 
division  of  Exxon  Corporation,  offers  the  following  comments  on  the  Cody  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  These  comments 
are  prepared  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Production  Department  and  wil 1  be 
supplemented  and  augmented  by  a  separate  comment  letter  to  be  submitted  by  Exxon's 
Exploration  Department. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  document  and  feel  that  the  BLM  has 
done  a  thorough  job  in  analyzing  the  resources  in  this  area.  However,  there  are 
several  issues  with  which  we  disagree.  Most  of  Exxon's  recommended  changes  which 
follow  are  within  the  range  of  alternatives  evaluated  in  the  RMP. 

Because  of  our  objections  to  constraints  on  surface  disturbing  activities  that  are 
proposed  in  this  plan,  Exxon  is  unable  to  support  the  preferred  Alternative  D. 
The  level  of  restrictions  proposed  for  Alternative  B  is  more  reasonable  and  also 
is  sufficiently  protective  of  environmental  resources.  Exxon  urges  the  BLM  to 
adopt  Alternative  B. 

I  Although  the  Standard  Mitigations  in  Appendix  B  clearly  state  that  the 
stipulations  may  be  modified  with  written  authorization  of  the  authorized  officer, 
this  provision  needs  to  be  clearly  identified  in  the  body  of  the  E1S.  Frequently, 
wildlife  use  of  potential  habitat  area  in  a  particular  season  does  not  justify  an 
avoidance  time  period.  This  allowance  for  exception  by  the  authorized  officer 
should  apply  to  all  of  the  special  mitigation  stipulations. 

The  wi ldl i f e  protection  stipulations  are  excessive.  This  comment  is  based  on 
Exxon's  current  operations  In  other  areas  of  Wyoming.  For  example,  page  12 
recommends  a  surface  disturbance  prohibition  within  2-1/2  miles  of  active  bald 
eagle  nest  sites.   This  recommendation  is  common  to  all  alternatives  and  is 
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1.  The  BLM  must  consider  all  proposed  actions  on  their  own  merits 
within  the  context  of  general  management  guidance  and  direction 
set  forth  in  the  RMP/EIS.  This  would  allow  exceptions  to  mitigative 
measures  that  might  not  be  necessary  in  individual  circumstances 
or  at  given  times.  The  responsibility  to  consider  proposed  actions 
is  standard  operating  procedure  and  does  not  need  to  be  repeated 
throughout  the  RMP/EIS. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56. 

To  clarify  what  is  stated  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  in  the  proposed 
plan,  the  2-mile  restriction  on  surface-disturbing  activities  in  sage 
grouse  habitat  areas  is  a  seasonal  restriction,  not  an  NSO  restriction. 
The  area  around  raptor  nests  proposed  for  seasonal  restrictions  on 
surface-disturbing  activities,  and  for  avoidance  of  new  rights-of- 
way,  is  %  mile,  not  1  mile. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  56. 

4.  The  section  on  "Additions  and  Corrections  for  Chapter  3"  contains 
further  discussion  on  hazardous  materials. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  22. 

6.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  letter  58. 
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unnecessary  jnd  burdensome.  Our  experience  In  the  Riley  Ridge  area  has  proven  the 
effectiveness  of  a  one  mile  avoidance  area  from  an  active  raptor  nest 
Furthermore,  the  avoidance  period  should  be  limited  to  construction  activities 
during  the  active  nesting  season.  In  addition,  the  Wo  mile  NSO  radius  for  sage 
grouse  nesting  and  strutting  areas  should  be  similarly  modified  to  a  one  mile 
restriction  on  surface  disturbance  activities.  This  restriction  should  apply  to 
the  season  and  time  of  day  when  the  habitat  Is  actively  used. 

The  Inclusion  in  the  RMP  of  a  complete  prohibition  on  surface  disturbing 
activities  In  high-value  black-footed  ferret  habitat  Is  unnecessary.  The 
Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  Act  requires  a  Section  7  consultation  with  the 
U.  S.  Fish  and  midlife  Service  to  ensure  that  a  listed  species  will  not  be 
endangered  by  anv  activity.  Thus.  Alternative  A,  which  allows  the  lessee  or 
permittee  to  modify  activities  to  protect  the  animal  and  Its  habitat  Is  a 
sufficient  protection  for  the  black-footed  ferret. 

The  Management  Actions  By  Resource  Program  summary  on  Table  2,  page  24,  contains  a 
discussion  of  how  hazardous  wastes  and  hazardous  materials  will  be  handled  Is 
additional  Information  on  this  Issue  elsewhere  In  the  body  of  the  text'  The  BLM 
should  specifically  define  both  hazardous  wastes  and  hazardous  materials,  since 
control  regulations  such  as  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA),  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response  Compensation  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA)  '  the 
Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act  (SARA),  and  the  Occupational  Health 
and  Safety  Administration  (OSHA)  all  have  different  definitions  of  hazardous 
wastes  and  hazardous  materials.  Because  of  this  extensive  regulatory  network  that 
Is  already  In  place,  there  Is  no  need  for  the  BLM  to  implement  an  additional  tier 
of  regulations. 

The  summary  of  management  actions  for  the  proposed  Carter  Mountain  ACEC  suggests  a 
limit  on  surface  disturbance  for  slopes  In  excess  of  seven  percent.  We  feel  that 
seven  percent  Is  an  excessive  slope  limitation  and  strongly  support  adoption  of 
Alternative  B  for  the  Carter  Mountain  ACEC.  A  slope  limit  of  25  percent  has  been 
accepted  as  adequate  to  protect  surface  resources,  since  1t  was  adopted  1n  the 
Plnedale  RMP. 

Our  final  concern  Is  with  the  frequent  references  to  off-site  mitigation 
requirements.  Exxon  does  not  believe  that  the  concept  of  off-site  mitigation  Is 
one  which  should  be  Implemented  in  a  Resource  Management  Plan.  The  Washington 
office  of  the  BLM  has  excluded  this  management  concept  from  its  Supplemental 
Planning  Guidance  for  Federal  Mineral  Leasing.  Therefore,  the  discussion  for 
off-site  mitigation  should  be  deleted  from  the  RMP  at  all  locations  where  it 
occurs.  The  reasonable  requirements  for  on-site  mitigation  of  disturbance 
associated  with  industry  activities  is  an  acceptable  and  normal  part  of  doing 
business  on  federal  lands. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  Resource  Management  Plan.  If  you 
have  any  questions  about  these  concerns,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at 
915/688-7544. 


Richard  0.  Goddlrd 
Regulatory  Affairs  Supervisor 
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1  860  Lincoln  Street,  Suite  404  •  Denver,  Colorado  80295 
303/8600099 
June  29,   1986 


Mr.  Bob  Ross 

Planning  Project  Manager 

Cody  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  51B 

Cody.  WY  82214 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

On  behalf  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association  (RMOGA),  I  am 
submitting  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area  In  Wyoming. 
RMOGA  li  a  trade  association  representing  hundreds  of  members  who  account  for 
more  than  90%  of  the  oil  and  gas  exploration,  development  and  transportation 
activities  In  the  Rocky  Mountain  West.  In  view  of  the  significant  oil  and  gas 
production  currently  taking  place  In  the  Cody  Resource  Area,  RMOGA  and  Its 
members  are  vitally  Interested  In  how  the  BLM  plans  to  manage  these  activities. 
While  we  believe  the  BLM  has  done  a  good  Job  of  preparing  a  reasonable  planning 
document,  we  are  compelled  to  address  several  critical  concerns  relating  to 
wildlife  constraints  on  oil  and  gas  operations. 

We  believe  the  restrictive  stipulations  the  BLM  proposes  to  Impose  around 
certain  wildlife  areas  are  excessive.  For  example,  the  BLM  Intends  to  Institute 
a  year-round  No  Surface  Occupancy  (NSO)  restriction  within  2tt  miles  of  bald 
eagle  nests.  We  consider  such  a  targe  radius  unnecessary.  Instead,  we 
recommend  that  the  8LM  consider  reducing  the  radius  to  W-to-one-ml le  and  then 
only  during  nesting  periods.  It  1s  inconceivable  that  each  nesting  area  would 
requi re  maximum  protection  on  a  year-round  basis.  we  are  convinced  that  a 
rt-to-one-mi le  radius  1s  reasonable  and  would  provide  more  than  adequate 
protection  to  these  sites.  Therefore,  we  strongly  urge  the  8LM  to  reconsider 
Us  proposal  and  to  adopt  a  less  restrictive,  more  defensible  stipulation. 

We  are  similarly  disturbed  by  the  proposed  constraints  outlined  for 
activities  within  seasonal  sage  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  nesting  habitat.  The 
BLM  has  proposed  implementing  a  2-mile  radius  from  tek  centers  in  which  surface 
disturbance  activities  would  be  prohibited,  we  would  like  to  point  out  that  the 
recently  released  draft  Pony  Express  RMP  in  Utah  indicates  that  a  seasonal 
Vi-mlle  radius  1s  sufficient  to  protect  nesting  grouse.  The  Utah  RMP  also 
specifies  that  this  constraint  may  be  waived  if  the  operator  can  demonstrate 
that  the  proposed  activity  can  occur  without  impact  to  the  resource.   We 
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1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56. 

2.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comment  7  of  letter  56  and  comment 
2  of  letter  71, 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  56. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  56. 

6.  The  statement  on  page  36  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  to  which  you  refer 
is  misleading.  Under  "Anticipated  Levels  of  Activity,"  the  document 
should  indicate  that  geophysical  exploration  would  involve  300  miles 
of  seismic  lines  per  year.  We  have  added  this  information  to  chapter 
2  of  this  document.  However,  for  purposes  of  assessing  surface  dis- 
turbances (see  table  26,  page  228  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS),  1  acre  of 
surface  disturbance  has  been  assumed  for  each  mile  of  seismic  line. 
The  actual  level  of  impacts  from  these  activities  would  depend  on 
the  method  used.  Some  methods  have  negligible  impacts;  others 
have  more  significant  ones.  Effects  could  occur  at  the  rate  of  1  acre 
per  mile  if  several  trucks  drove  across  country  along  a  seismic  line, 
compacting  soils  and  disturbing  vegetation 

7.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  56. 

8.  The  section  on  "Additions  and  Corrections  for  Chapter  3"  in  this  doc- 
ument contains  additional  information  on  hazardous  materials. 

9.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  22. 

10.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comment  6  of  letter  56  and  comment 
5  of  letter  58. 

11.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  letter  58 
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strongly  question  the  need  for  a  2-mile  radius  from  grouse  lek  centers  In 

Wyoming,  and  request  that  the  BIM  reconsider  Implementing  a  2-mile  radius  in 

favor  of  the  more  reasonable  seasonal  vt-mlle  radius  which  is  being  utilized  in 
Utah. 

We  are  also  disturbed  by  the  Indication  that  the  BIM  will  not  allow  any 
surface  disturbance  In  sage  grouse  habitat  which  would  exceed  a  101  threshhold 
level.  How  does  the  BLM  make  such  a  determination,  and  what  are  the 
ramifications  to  the  operators  who  want  to  conduct  oil  and  gas  activities  In  the 
area?  We  question  whether  the  BLM  plans  to  require  off-site  mitigation  as  a 
means  to  work  around  such  a  restriction.  We  will  discuss  this  Issue  later  in 
our  comments. 

With  regard  to  strutting  grouse  and  the  seasonal  limitations  the  BLM  plans 
to  Impose  in  these  areas,  we  ask  that  the  BLM  consider  utilizing  a  tlme-of-day 
avoidance  stipulation  Instead  of  the  H-mlle  surface  disturbance  protection  zone. 
According  to  Information  obtained  by  several  of  our  members,  grouse  tend  to 
strut  only  In  the  early  morning.  Therefore,  it  would  appear  as  If  a  compromise 
could  be  reached  whereby  activities  could  occur  in  the  late  morning  and 
afternoon  hours. 

We  agree  with  the  philosophy  exhibited  In  Alternative  B  for  big  game 
habitat.  While  we  recognize  that  certain  mitigation  measures  are  necessary  to 
protect  big  game  species,  It  is  also  Imperative  that  priority  consideration  be 
afforded  oil  and  gas  resources  in  deslsgnated  Known  Geologic  Structures  (KGSs). 
As  land  manager,  it  Is  necessary  for  the  BLM  to  determine  what  types  of 
trade-offs  are  viable  In  planning,  particularly  In  areas  with  proven  reserves  of 
domestic  sources  of  oil  and  gas.  The  guidelines  presented  In  Alternative  B 
reflect  a  reasonable  trade-off  and  we  believe  this  type  of  management  should  be 
Incorporated  Into  the  final  RMP. 

Another  Important  concern  relates  to  black-footed  ferret  recovery  habitat. 
The  BLM  proposes  to  change  current  management  of  these  areas  by  prohibiting  all 
surface  disturbance  activities  In  high  value  recovery  habitat  areas.  Both 
Alternative  A  and  Alternative  C  require  on-the-ground  surveys  In  order  to 
determine  whether  ferrets  are  using  the  available  habitat.  However,  the 
guidelines  in  Alternative  A  allow  the  lessee  or  permittee  to  modify  his 
activities  to  protect  the  animal  and  Its  habitat  In  accordance  with  the 
consultation  requirements  of  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
Specifically,  all  leases  would  be  Issued  with  a  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species  (TIE)  stipulation,  which  requires  protection  of  the  species  in  question. 
Alternative  C,  on  the  other  hand,  would  eliminate  this  management  flexibility  by 
prohibiting  all  surface  disturbing  activities  In  these  areas.  This  proposed 
management  change  Implies  that  the  oil  and  gas  Industry  has  demonstrated  that  It 


12  The  statement  on  page  258  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  means  that  more 
restrictive  mitigation  measures  would  be  placed  on  oil  and  gas  explo- 
ration and  development  in  Alternative  C  and  that  some  off-site  mit- 
igation could  be  required,  depending  on  circumstances.  In  contrast, 
the  10%  surface  disturbance  "objective"  in  the  preferred  alternative 
(Alternative  D)  is  not  a  rigid  line  above  which  BLM  would  "require" 
off-site  mitigation  or  deny  new  activities.  (Compare  Alternatives  C 
and  D  for  sage  grouse  on  page  16  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS .)  The  dif- 
ference in  management  actions  for  sage  grouse  was  one  of  the  rea- 
sons that  Alternative  D  rather  than  Alternative  C,  was  chosen  as  the 
agency's  preferred  alternative. 

13  We  appreciate  your  concern.  We  believe  that  chapter  4  in  this  final 
document  contains  a  better  description  of  the  potential  economic 
effects  of  directional  drilling 

14.  We  have  added  information  on  oil  and  gas  activities  to  this  document 
as  appendix  K. 

15.  Chapter  4  of  this  document  contains  a  complete  analysis  of  the  en- 
vironmental consequences  of  the  proposed  plan. 
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is  Incapable  of  developing  satisfactory  mitigation  measures.  Obviously,  this  Is 
untrue.  If  the  areas  were  to  remain  open  to  possible  future  activity  but 
subject  to  the  appropriate  stipulation  mentioned  above,  the  BLM  would  still 
continue  to  retain  approval  authority  for  all  activities.  Therefore.  If  an 
operator  could  not  demonstrate  that  his  plan  of  operations  would  provide 
sufficient  protection  to  the  ferret  and  Its  habitat,  the  BLM  could  deny  the 
permit  until  such  time  that  a  new  satisfactory  plan  of  operations  Is  submitted. 
We  believe  this  Is  an  acceptable  alternative  to  a  prohibition  of  any  activity, 
and  we  strongly  urge  the  BLM  to  reconsider  this  new  management  policy. 

While  we  recognize  that  the  8LM  has  tried  to  design  an  acceptable  program 
for  peregrine  falcon  recovery,  a  year-round  NSO  restriction  on  9,000  acres  of 
recovery  habitat  Is  much  too  severe.  A  more  reasonable  alternative  would  be  to 
Implement  a  seasonal  occupancy  restriction  on  all  recovery  habitat  so  that  oil 
and  gas  activities  would  be  allowed  during  the  time  the  areas  are  not  In  use  by 
the  falcons.  Surface  disturbance  stipulations  could  be  applied  to  protect  the 
actual  nesting  sites  so  that  they  would  remain  unaffected.  We  encourage  the  BLM 
to  seriously  study  our  recommendation  of  a  seasonal  stipulation  to  determine  Its 
feasibility. 

We  are  vigorously  opposed  to  the  restrictions  the  BLM  has  Indicated  It  will 
apply  to  seismic  exploration.  The  BLM  states  that  geophysical  work  will  not  be 
allowed  1n  areas  subject  to  No  Surface  Occupancy  stipulations.  We  do  not 
believe  such  a  restriction  can  be  Justified  and  Is.  therefore,  unwarranted.  The 
BLM  Is  responsible  for  overseeing  all  seismic  operations  on  public  lands.  Thus 
It  must  know  most  seismic  exploration  techniques  do  not  cause  damage  to  surface 
resources.  Consequently,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  rescind  this  restriction  and  to 
identify  what  types  of  seismic  methods  are  acceptable  In  sensitive  areas. 

A  related  (tern  of  concern  stems  from  the  BLH's  statement  that  it  anticipates 
300  acres  per  year  of  surface  disturbance  as  a  result  of  seismic  exploration, 
we  request  that  the  BLM  substantiate  this  figure  because  It  1s  unrealistic  A 
figure  of  300  acres  per  year  implies  that  new  roads  would  be  constructed  just 
for  seismic  work,  that  numerous  trees  would  Be  removed,  and  so  on.  Host  seismic 
exploration  can  Be  conducted  from  existing  roads,  or  crews  hue  in  on  foot  or 
are  transported  By  helicopter.  An  anticipated  dlsturBance  of  300  acres  is  a 
gross  exaggeration  with  no  relevance  to  actual  seismic  practices. 

with  regard  to  surface  disturbance,  the  BLH  has  indicated  that  approximately 
10,000  acres  of  surface  disturbance  occurred  due  to  2.272  wells  that  were 
drilled.  However,  no  mention  Is  made  of  the  fact  that  most  of  these  wellsites 
have  already  been  reclaimed,  which  should  reduce  the  surface  disturbance  acreage 
by  a  considerable  margin.  The  BLM  further  states  that  72  wells  have  been 
drilled  in  the  Cody  RA  over  the  last  10  years.  Of  these  72  wells,  60  were  dry 
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I  holes  ana  one  was  shut-in.  It  would  seem  that  all  but  11  of  these  wells  should 
have  been  reclaimed  by  now,  leaving  less  than  44  acres  disturbed.  Even  though 
some  of  these  wells  may  have  resulted  in  field  development,  most  wellsites  are 
partially  reclaimed  when  they  go  Into  production.  This  would  also  reduce  the 
I  level  of  disturbance  which  resulted  during  initial  operations.  The  8LM  must 
I  revise  its  data  to  reflect  the  reclamation  which  has  already  been  achieved  In 
the  Cody  Resource  Area. 

The  guidelines  depicted  on  Page  24  for  hazardous  materials  are  unclear  as  to 
what  exactly  constitutes  hazardous  materials.  We  could  find  no  definition  In 
:  the  glossary  of  the  planning  document,  yet  this  is  vital  Information.  We 
recommend  that  the  BLM  identify  its  statutory  reference.  The  State  of  Wyoming 
currently  has  in  place  a  hazardous  waste  program  which  1s  administered  in 
accordance  with  OSHA,  SARA  and  CERCLA  requirements.  We  believe  these 
requirements  should  be  identified  In  the  plan  as  well. 

we  are  also  disturbed  with  the  operating  parameters  described  on  Page  111 
for  the  Carter  Mountain  Proposed  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC). 
The  BLM  indicates  that  surface  disturbing  activities  for  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development  would  be  prohibited  on  slopes  greater  than  7%.  A  7%  grade 
limitation  is  the  same  used  for  paved  highways  and  should  not  be  applied  to  oil 
and  gas  access  roads.  It  Is  our  belief  that  an  oil  and  gas  operator  would  be 
able  to  satisfactorily  mitigate  any  adverse  Impacts  associated  with  an  oil  and 
gas  well  in  this  area.  Even  though  the  primary  purpose  for  the  ACEC  Is  to 
protect  fragile  soils  found  In  alpine  tundra  terrain,  the  BLM's  proposed 
restriction  Is  unwarranted  because  the  technology  required  to  safely  operate  In 
this  type  of  terrain  is  currently  being  used  with  great  success  In  Alaska. 
Consequently,  we  strongly  recommend  that  the  BLM  eliminate  this  constraint  m 
favor  of  less  restrictive  stipulations. 

Similar  to  the  concerns  we  expressed  with  the  10%  threshhold  level  for 
surface  disturbance  In  sage  grouse  habitat,  1t  Is  unclear  how  the  BLM  will  apply 
a  51  threshhold  of  surface  disturbance  In  the  Chapman  Bench  Proposed  ACEC. 
Would  companies  be  required  to  reclaim  old  disturbances  which  have  no  relation 
to  proposed  activities  before  an  APO  would  be  approved?  Such  a  requirement 
would  be  tantamount  to  off-site  mitigation,  a  concept  to  which  RMOGA  Is 
adamantly  opposed.  The  intent  of  this  guideline  must  be  clarified  In  the  final 
document. 

Other  numerous  references  are  made  throughout  the  planning  document  to 
proposed  off-site  mitigation  requirements.  Examples  of  these  references  can  be 
found  within  the  texts  on  ACECs  and  wildlife  habitat  areas.  It  appears  that  the 
BLM  Intends  to  coerce  energy  companies  into  doing  reclamation  work  the  BLM 
cannot  afford.  This  Is  most  unfair  because  companies  would  likely  be  required. 
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at  a  minimum,  to  double  their  reclamation  costs  due  to  additional  sites  which 
would  be  reclaimed.  We  are  strongly  opposed  to  a  practice  that  would  require 
companies  to  reclaim  more  acreage  than  that  which  is  required  for  the 
site-specific  operation  as  a  condition  for  approval  of  operations.  This  type  of 
requirement  also  poses  very  serious  legal  questions  for  the  BLM.  Despite  what 
the  public  may  believe,  oil  and  gas  companies  do  not  have  unlimited  funds  for 
their  drilling  projects,  and  the  requirement  for  off-site  mitigation  may  force  a 
company  to  abandon  its  drilling  plans  for  such  an  area. 

Moreover,  the  BLM  In  Washington  specif  leal ly  eliminated  this  management 
concept  from  Its  Supplemental  Planning  Guidance  for  Fluid  Mineral  Leasing. 
Instruction  Memorandum  No.  87-519.  Change  1.  dated  November  4,  1987,  rescinded 
the  last  paragraph  of  IM  No.  87-519.  which  stated  ■...mitigation  might  involve 
enhancing  a  resource  other  than  that  which  is  being  affected.   It  also  might 


involve  b f 


Impacts  a 


nglng  benefits  to  a  location  at  some  distance  from  the  site  where 
Ing,   including  locations  thai:  "are  not'  under  Bureau 


(Sfi  ittachad  Instruction  Memoranda.] 
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jurisdiction 

Therefore.  It  is  unclear  why  the  Cody  Resource  Area  Intends  to  utilize  this 
controversial  practice.  We  would  like  to  make  it  clear  that  while  we  oppose 
off-site  mitigation,  we  do  not  oppose  reasonable,  related  mitigation  measures 
required  onslte.  This  is  a  standard  operating  procedure  which  we  believe  is 
practical  and  necessary.  Off-site  mitigation,  however,  places  companies  at  a 
distinct  disadvantage  because  they  could  be  subject  to  the  whims  of  an 
overzeaious  District  or  Area  Manager  who  wants  previously  disturbed  lands 
reclaimed  even  though  they  have  no  bearing  on  proposed  activity. 

The  following  statement  on  Page  258  of  the  Plan.  "Approval  of  new  activity 
on  existing  leases  would  be  subject  to  additional  mitigating  measures  and 
habitat  development  requirements...",  conflicts  with  the  statement  on  Page  297 
which  says,  "...restrictions  must  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  original  intent 
of  the  lease."  (emphasis  added)  We  would  like  to  point  out  that  lessees  have 
certain  rights  granted  to  them  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  lease.  While 
the  BLM  may  have  the  authority  to  require  certain  mitigation  measures  for 
activities,  they  must  not  exceed  the  original  conditions  stipulated  In  the 
lease.  We  see  this  as  another  example  where  the  BLM  appears  intent  upon 
requiring  off-site  mitigation  or  other  unreasonable  measures.  The  BLM  should 
delete  this  statement  and  all  reference  to  such  requirements. 

Another  disturbing  occurrence  throughout  the  planning  document  is  the 
Implication  that  directional  drilling  can  always  be  used  In  areas  where  surface 
occupancy  is  not  allowed.  While  directional  drilling  may  be  feasible  in  some 
areas,  it  is  not  the  panacea  the  public  or  the  BLM  appear  to  think  it  is. 
Directional  drilling  can  only  be  used  when  geologic  conditions  permit  It. 


173 


72.6 


June  29.  1988 

Mr.  Bob  R055  . 
Planning  Project  Manager 
Cody  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

page  six 


13 


14 


15 


Before  such  drilling  techniques  can  be  utilized,  the  geologic  Interval  where 
production  1s  likely  to  be  encountered  must  be  extensively  evaluated  In  order  to 
determine  whether  directional  drilling  Is  actually  feasible.  Control  of  the 
bore  hole  Is  of  utmost  priority  during  drilling  operations,  and  1t  can  easily  be 
lost  due  to  serious  technological  problems  which  can  arise  whenever  directional 
drilling  Is  used.  A  key  consideration  Is  that  geologic  conditions  can  often 
create  far  greater  problems  and  more  cost  overruns  than  a  company  can  reasonably 
accommodate.  Therefore,  while  the  BLH  admits  that  directional  drilling  would 
Increase  the  costs  of  operations,  It  does  not  mention  by  how  much  or  the 
technological  problems  which  could  arise  from  such  drilling.  We  believe  the  BLM 
must  clarify  how  and  when  directional  drilling  can  be  used,  as  well  as  the  risks 
involved. 

We  would  like  to  recommend  that  the  BLH  Include  a  generic  discussion  on  the 
various  phases  of  oil  and  gas  activities  and  applicable  mitigation  measures  In 
an  Appendix  to  the  Plan.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requires 
disclosure  of  reasonably  foreseeable  Impacts  to  various  resources  In  the 
Resource  Area.  We  would  like  to  emphasize  that  the  10th  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  has  found  that  It  is  impossible  to  determine  what  types  of  field 
development  may  occur  at  the  leasing  stage  of  operations.  Vet.  the  BLM  has 
tried  to  estimate,  based  upon  historical  use.  activity  which  Is  likely  to  occur 
In  our  view,  1t  would  also  be  appropriate  to  Include  In  the  plan  a  generic 
description  of  the  various  types  of  oil  and  gas  activities  and  available 
mitigation  In  order  to  meet  the  disclosure  requirements  of  NEPA.  we  recommend 
that  the  BLM  review  Appendix  C-3  of  the  Plnedale  BMP  because  It  Is  a  prime 
example  of  the  analysis  which  should  be  provided.  If  this  type  of  discussion 
were  added  to  the  Cody  RMP/EIS,  it  would  provide  the  public  with  better 
Information  and  would  give  the  BLM  a  more  defensible  planning  document. 

Finally,  we  request  that  the  BLM  make  several  editorial  changes  In  the  final 
planning  document.  The  draft  Plan  Is  compiled  In  such  a  way  that  the  reader 
must  constantly  refer  to  previous  or  following  alternative  discussions  lust  to 
figure  out  what  the  Preferred  Alternative  entails.  This  procedure  Is  extremely 
time-consuming  and  causes  significant  confusion.  We  recommend  that  all 
pertinent  Information  be  Included  In  the  details  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
throughout  the  entire  document  since  the  proposed  action  1s  of  ultimate 
Importance  to  the  public. 

In  conclusion,  we  are  unable  to  support  the  Preferred  Alternative  0  because 
It  proposes  to  utilize  unwarranted  and  unneeded  restrictive  stipulations  1n  many 
wildlife  habitat  areas.  Furthermore,  the  BLM  has  exhibited  a  dependence  upon 
off-site  mitigation  which  we  find  onerous.  We  strongly  urge  that  the  BLM 
consider  making  the  changes  we  have  recommended  In  our  comments  and  Incorporate 
them  into  the  final  P.MP  and  EIS.  <"••*•■' 
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If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  comments  or  would  like  to  discuss 
them  In  more  detail,  please  contact  us.  We  would  also  be  happy  to  meet  with  you 
If  you  feel  It  would  be  beneficial. 


Sincerely, 


J^^-Qo^WU 
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M^t  Drilling  Fluids  Co. 


Mr.  Bob  Ron 

Taam  1 .adar 

Buifiu  of  Land  Managam.nt 

p.o.   So«  sie 

Cody.    VY    62414 
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Rai  Oral!  Cody  RMP/EIS 


Daar  Mr.  Ron 


M-l  Drllllnr,  Fluid,  Co.  ha.  r.»l.w.d  tha  Dr. ft  RMP/EIS  ••  II  prataln. 
to  M-I'i  on|oln|  btMonlli  mining  and  proc.win,  op. ration.  A.  a 
ra.ult  of  that  tavllw  w.  la. I  that  In.,.  .,.  >...,.!  it.«.  which  will 
r.qulr.  additional  atlantlon  by  BLM. 


I  t  would  ippur  that  t  ha  c 
critical  •nvlronntntil  cor 
lor  M- I  '  f  onfoi n(  opirit  Ic 
critical  tnv  I  ronoitnti  I  cor 


•Hon  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  ACEC  (area  o  f 
rn>  could  In  tha  lutun  creata  problems 
At  tha  p  r  at  an  t  t  I  ma  wa  know  ol  no 

rflthln  tha  irti  designated  for  tha 


Shaap  Mountain  ACEC.  Tha  only  unlqua  nptct  of  tha  9f     li  tha 

geologic  itructura  of  tha  mountain  Itialf. 

M-l  Drilllnc  fluldi  controllf  mining  claims  which  bordar  tha  proposed 
boundry  on  tha  east  tlda  with  our  procaising  plant  locatad  I  *>|  than 
ona  (I)  alia  from  tha  toutharn  boundry.   If  tha  araa  li  dailgnatad  an 
ACEC  It  Is  our  coneirn  that   tha  BLM  could  In  tha  future  severl?  limit 
mining  operations  within  or  adjacent  to  the  area. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  tha  Standard  Mitigation  Guidelines  apply 
only  to  leasable  minerals  and  not  to  locatable  minerals.  This  point 
should  clarified  by  Including  a  statement  of  such  In  the  final 
docenent . 

There  appears  to  be  some  confusslon  within  the  document  as  to  the 
visual  resource  management  of  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  area.  Class 
I  Is  mentioned  In  one  portion  of  tne  document  and  Class  II   in  an 
other.   It  Is  our  understanding  that  the  area  will  be  Managed  using 
Class  II  VRM  odjectlves.  If  this  Is  the  case  then  the  document  needs 
to  changed  to  address  this  point. 

Representatives  from  M- I  Drilling  Fluids  have  attended  several 
meetings  In  Greybull  to  discuss  the  Sheep  Mountain  ACEC  with  other 
concerned  parties,  however,   to  date  no  agreement  has  been  reached.   In 
view  of  the  potentially  serious  Impact  we  feel  the  proposed  ACEC 
designation  for  Sheep  Mcuntaln  could  have  on  our  operations  we  are 
asking  that  the  designation  be  dropped. 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 


J)  S"(^veoA^7_ 


D. S. Ga rdner 

Raw    Ma ter la  I  ■     Manager 


Responses  to  Letter  73 


1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  20. 

2.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  2  and  3  of  letter  20. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  20. 

4.  You  are  correct.  We  have  corrected  the  error  in  the  "Additions  and 
Corrections  for  Chapter  4"  in  this  document. 
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m  JUL  -S    Wl:30 


30*.  South  Blaine  Street 
Moscow.  Idaho  638*3 
June  29.  1968 


ental  Inpact  statement  tor  the 


Mr.  Bob  Ross.  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Managenent 

tiourca  Area 

P.  j.   bo*  iid 

• 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 


'  'O  coanen*  on  the  draft  envlr 
Codv  Resource  Manages*' 

I  stronjiv  favor  the  ei tac . Ishaent  of  areas  of  critical  envi ronaenta I 
concern  on  BLM  lands,  such  as  Carter  Mountain,  Chapman  Bencn.  and  the  Sheep 
Mountain  Anticline.   Clerks  Fork  Canyon  should  be  added  to  this  list 
«nd  |«i  leasing  should  be  lanedlately  eic.uded  Iron  all  of  the  areas  of 

<ii  environmental  concern. 

Crazing  aiiotaents  should  be  changed  to  prevent  overgrazing  around 
streaas  and  reservoirs:  both  the  range  productivity  and  the  water  quality 
must  be  preserved. 

■d  vehicles  Should  be  prohibited  except  on  designated  trails. 
oapietelv  out  of  all  of  the  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern. 


.Sincerely  v°V 
John  B.  Suther lar 


'.,  A  J 


Group  Response  to  Letters  74  through  76 

The  concerns  in  these  letters  have  been  addressed   in  general 
responses  4  and  5. 
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Terry  Lambert 

6099  County  Road  "D" 

ABRAHS,  Wis.  54101 


June  10.  1988 


Dear  Bob: 

I  em  writing  this  after  speaking  with  you  on  the  phone  this  morning.   I 
with  to  show  «y  concern  about  the  "Cody  Resource  Management  Plan"  end  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement."  Although  not  a  resident  of  the  state  of 
Wyoming.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation  and  spend  at  Least  a 
month  every  yeer  In  the  state  hunting,  skiing  and  just  plain  enjoying  the 
beautiful  Lands  that  Cod  hss  given  us. 

We  must  save  our  wilderness  and  scenic  areas  for  future  generations. 
the  careless  use  of  these  public  lands  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
grazing,  timber  leasing  etc.  must  be  stopped.   There  is  more  to  our  work  that 
the  almighty  "dollar."  we  must  all  take  a  second  look  at  what  we  are  doing  to 
our  planet. 

I  consider  myself  an  avid  conservationist  and  worry  what  the  future  will 
be  for  our  wildlife  and  the  habitat  that  supports  their  very  existence,  and 
therefore  strongly  protest  any  violation  or  misuse  of  the  areas  in  question. 

1  want  to  Learn  more  on  this  subject.   Please  send  the  final  draft 
(copy)  of  this  document  so  that  1  may  see  what  is  In  store  for  the  future  of 
these  areas.   I  certainly  hope  that  the  future  will  only  keep  getting  better 
f  our  lands  and  the  life  they  support. 


Terry  Lambert 
6099  Cty.  "D" 
ABRAMS,  Wis. 
5*101 
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From  the  desk  of 


el  Silver,  H.D- 


June  24,  1988 


Dear  Sirs: 

I  wish  to  comment  upon  the  Cody  Re 


sly  defi 
modification. 


Management  Plan.   The  proposed 
ornmental  safeguards  and  requires 


There  is  far  too  much  proposed  oil  &  gas  development,  which  is 
incompatible  with  wildlife  habitat.   Secondly.  ORV  use  is  encouraged  when  its 
destructive  impacts  need  to  be  curtailed.   Thirdly,  livestock  grazing  has 
degraded  riparian  zones  in  a  severe  fashion,  and  the  draft  does  not  restrict 
this  grazing. 

The  Cody  RHP  as  it  now  stands  caters  to  cattle,  oil  &  mineral  interests 
and  ORV's.  and  the  expense  off  all  other  habitat  &  recreational  needs. 
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ECEIVEG 


'■  .»■  r\ 

STATE  OF  WYOMING  .  ,. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOFI    B88  JUL    "0     AM  U    <*0 
HNI  9200? 

»LM  CODY  R.A. 
30,  1988 


Mr.  Bob  Ross,  TV  i 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  516 

Cody,  WY  8241 4 

Re:   Cody  Resource  Management  Plan/Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Stat- 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

The  draft  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
environmental  impact  statement  has  been  circulated  for  state 
agency  "opies  of  the  agency  comments  are  enclosed   for 

your  consideration  and  use.  You  will  note  that  various  concerns 
have  been  expressed  which  reflect  the  mission  and  viewpoint  of 
the  respective  agencies.  In  general,  it  appears  that  those 
concerns  can  be  largely  accommodated  through  appropriate 
multiple-use  management  practices  and  close  coordination  on 
future  planning  and  management  activities. 

The  preferred  alternative  appears  to  be  an  appropriate 
mix  of  management  prescriptions  that  allows  continued  resource 
development  and  use  while  emphasizing  greater  protection  of 
significant  natural  environmental  values  in  the  area.  There  are 
some  concerns,  however,  that  need  to  be  further  addressed  under 
the  preferred  alternative. 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  identifies  that  continued  work  needs 
to  be  done  to  resolve  public  access  issues.  Securing  public 
access  while  recognizing  landowner  concerns  is  an  important  issue 
but  one  which  cannot  easily  be  resolved.  The  Joint  Agency  Access 
Committee  was  formed  to  address  these  issues.  This  Committee 
should  continue  to  serve  as  the  focal  point  for  access  issues. 

The  recommended  alternative  states  that  about  55,900 
acres  would  be  considered  for  disposal  subject  to  site-specific 
disposal  criteria.  Since  no  specific  areas  are  idem 
assumed  that  some  parcels  to  be  considered  could  have  significant 
values  such  as  recreation  or  wildlife.  I  would,  therefore,  ask 
that  the  Wyoming  Recreation  Commission,  the  Game  and  Fish 
Department,  and  the  Department  of  Public  Lands  be  contacted  early 
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significant   value, 
exchange   options 
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Mr.  Bob  Ross 
June  30,  1968 
Page  Two 

in   the   process  for  those  parcels  that  have 

First   consideration   could   then  be  given   t 

before  these  resources  are  removed  frpm  public  ownership. 

The  BLM  is  to  be  commended  for  the  efforts  to  improve 
riparian  habitats  and  other  range  conditions  in  the  Cody  Resource 
Area.  The  success  of  these  efforts  have  demonstrated  that  such 
improvements  can  be  a  significant  benefit  to  livestock  as  well  as 
wildlife  and  water  quality.  The  BLM  should  continue  to 
aggressively  pursue  resource  and  habitat  improvement 
opportunities  to  enhance  the  capabilities  of  the  area  to 
accommodate  increased  uses  of  all  types.  The  full  range  of 
resource  management  tools,  including  appropriate  vegetation 
manipulation,  should  be  employed  to  increase  the  future 
productivity  and  use  capacity  of  the  area. 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  places  emphasis  on  the  underground 
installation  of  electrical  and  communications  systems.  The 
Public  Service  Commission  as  concerned  that  underground 
facilities  have  been  found  to  be  more  expensive  to  install  and 
maintain   than  overhead  I  These  increased   costs   are 

passed  on  to  the  public.  As  with  any  other  use  of  the  public 
lands,  the  BLM  is  encouraged  to  consider  all  options  where  they 
are  compatible  with  the  other  resource  uses. 

The  State  Geologist  has  provided  information  concerning 
mineral  resources  in  the  area.  Concern  has  been  expressed  that 
mineral  withdrawals  are  being  considered  without  adequate  recog- 
nition of  the  minerals  present  in  those  withdrawal  areas.  The 
minerals  are  a  public  resource  and  should  be  considered  in 
balance  with  the  .other  resources.  I  request  that  the  BLM 
consider  the  questions  raised  by  the  State  Geologist  regarding 
the  necessity  for  certain  withdrawals. 

The  Game  and  Fish  Department  has  raised  concerns 
regarding  areas  of  critical  wildlife  habitat.  Lease  terms  and 
stipulations  are  applied  to  protect  the  wildlife  resources. 
These  can  be  modified  or  waived  on  a  casc-by-case  basis  by  the 
BLM  if  it  is  determined  that  the  protection  afforded  by  the 
stipulation  is  not  necessary.  I  request  that  the  BLM  continue  to 
coordinate  the  consideration  for  requests  for  waivers  to  the 
the  Game  and  Fish  Department.  I  have  been 
assured  that  the  Game  and  Fish  Department  will  pro' 
responses  to  such  requests  from  the  BLM.  Since  the  Game  and  Fish 
Department  continually  updates  the  habitat  and  wildlife 
inventories,  the  continued  coordination  will  help  assure  the  BLM 
that  such  decisions  can  be  made  with  tho  most  current  informa- 
tion. 

The  draft  plan  identifies  several  areas  for  designation 
Areas   of  Critical  Environmental  Concern   <ACEC).    Questions 


Responses  to  Letter  77 

1  We  will  consult  with  the  Wyoming  Recreation  Commission,  the 
WGFD,  and  the  Department  of  Public  Lands,  on  possible  land  dis- 
posals, early  in  the  disposal  consideration  process.  As  indicated  on 
page  26  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  land  exchanges  would  be  given  prior- 
ity over  other  disposal  methods. 

2  We  do  not  intend  to  emphasize  or  require  underground  installation 
of  electrical  and  communications  systems.  The  draft  RMP/EIS  sim- 
ply indicates  that  the  placement  of  aboveground  power  lines  would 
be  avoided  in  the  same  areas  In  these  "avoidance  areas,"  one  pos- 
sible mitigative  measure  would  be  to  bury  the  lines,  but  other  types 
of  mitigation  also  may  be  available.  It  should  be  noted  that  there  is 
concern  or  emphasis  for  avoiding  placement  of  "aboveground  pow- 
erlmes"  in  only  a  few  areas  where  there  is  high  risk  for  raptor  col- 
lisions and  electrocutions,  in  essential  black-footed  ferret  habitat, 
and  in  the  Chapman  Bench  proposed  ACEC.  In  the  latter  two  areas, 
power  poles  could  provide  perches  for  raptors  that  may  prey  on  prai- 
rie dogs  or  ferrets  or  on  sensitive  waterfowl. 

We  appreciate  your  concern  that  underground  facilities  can  be  more 
expensive.  Potential  costs,  feasible  routes,  and  mitigation  of  poten- 
tial environmental  effects  all  would  be  evaluated  on  a  site-specific 
basis  before  construction.  This  evaluation  process  would  be  the 
same  whether  or  not  the  line  was  proposed  for  construction  in  an 
avoidance  area. 

3.  Before  mineral  withdrawals  can  be  established,  the  BLM  must  pre- 
pare detailed  reports  assessing  the  mineral  potential  of  specific  sites 
These  reports  make  use  of  all  available  mineral  resource  information 
from  several  sources,  including  the  Geological  Survey,  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  (GS),  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines,  and  the  Geo- 
logical Survey  of  Wyoming.  In  many  cases,  the  BLM  obtains  new 
information  through  mineral  sample  collection  and  analysis.  On  the 
basis  of  findings  related  to  the  occurrence  potential  of  mineral 
resources,  these  reports  must  recommend  whether  or  not  the  BLM 
should  go  forward  with  the  proposed  withdrawal.  Also,  the  withdra- 
wal requires  an  environmental  analysis  to  be  conducted  addressing 
the  impacts  that  would  occur  if  the  lands  were  withdrawn. 

4.  The  Cody  Resource  Area  will  continue  to  consult  with  the  WGFD  on 
matters  relating  to  the  management  of  wildlife  habitat.  We  will  con- 
sult with  the  WGFD  in  all  situations  that  could  involve  exceptions 
to  BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines,  particularly  in  areas  of  over- 
lapping crucial  habitat. 

5.  Please  see  to  general  response  4. 

6.  The  final  Grass  Creek/Cody  wilderness  EIS  should  be  available  by 
April  or  May  1989. 

7.  It  is  not  our  intention  that  the  proposed  plan  contain  management 
objectives  that  would  administratively  prohibit  opportunities  for 
development  of  the  state's  water  resources.  Should  such  circum- 
stances arise  through  oversight  or  insufficient  foresight,  corrective 
measures  can  be  taken,  including  amendment  of  the  RMP,  if  neces- 
sary. 

8.  As  new  resource  information  becomes  available,  we  will  continue  to 
evaluate  the  need  for  protective  restrictions  in  the  Cody  Resource 
Area  to  determine  whether  greater  or  lesser  levels  of  restriction  are 
required  for  specific  circumstances.  On  the  basis  of  these  evalua- 
tions, the  plan  will  be  modified,  refined,  and  amended  as  appropriate 
We  will  continue  contacts  and  coordination  with  the  state  agencies 
in  updating  and  maintaining  the  approved  RMP,  and  we  also  will  con- 
tact them  for  assistance  with  detailed  activity  plans. 
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Mr.  Bob  Ross 
Jun*  30,  1968 
Pag*  Three 

have  been  raised  regarding  if  such  designation  would  preclude 
other  public  uses  In  the  ACEC.  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  defines  ACEC's  as  "areas  within 
the  public  lands  where  special  management  attention  Is  required 
to  protect  and  prevent  Irreparable  damage  to  Important  historic, 
cultural,  or  scenic  values,  fish  and  wildlife  resources  or  other 
natural  systems  or  processes,  or  to  protect  life  and  safety  from 
natural  hazards."  This  does  not  preclude  other  resource  uses 
which  are  compatible  with  the  resource  for  which  the  ACEC  is 
designated.  I  encourage  the  BLM  to  coordinate  the  development  of 
or  management  plans  for  the  ACEC's  with  the 
appropriate  state  agencies. 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS   Indicates  that  an  EIS  was   to  be 
available   In  March  of  1988  for  the  Grass  Creek/Cody  Wilderness. 
a  no  record  that  this  was  submitted  for  review.   Will  this 
bo  forthcoming  at  a  later  date? 

The  Water  Development  Commission  raised  concerns 
regarding  the  ability  of  the  State  to  develop  compact  water 
rights.  As  with  other  resources  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area*  it  is 
important  to  identify  all  resource  values  and  establish 
appropriate  management  strategies  to  protect  the  values. 
Environmental   review  procedure  in  established  under   the 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPAJ  for  the  review  of  major 
proposals  such  as  reservoirs.  Since  those  environmental 
procedures  are  designed  to  protect  the  recognized  resource  values 
on  a  project  specific  basis,  the  State  would  object  to  management 
objectives  which  would  administratively  prohibit  or  eliminate  the 
alternatives  for  development  of  the  State's  water  resources 
without  our  ability  to  select  the  alternatives. 

I  encourage  the  BLM  to  continually  monitor  the 
i veness  of  and  need  for  various  resource  use  restric- 
tions, such  as  the  seasonal  and  year-round  no  surface 
disturbance  stipulations  applied  to  oil  and  gas  activities, 
try  and  appropriate  stipulations  should  be  applied  to 
protect  the  environment  and  other  resource  uses.  However, 
restrictions  which  are  not  cleary  necessary  serve  to  place  an 
unnecessary  burden  on  the  development  and  use  of  those  resources. 
- ious  surface  use  restrictions  must  be  carefully  considered 
and  appropriately  modified  or  removed  as  experience  is  gained  in 
successfully  operating  in  sensitive  areas  and  additional 
si  to- spec if ic  resource  information  is  developed  the  final  plan 
should  contain  sufficient  flexibility  to  adjust  activity 
restrictions  and  mitigation  and  reclamation  requirements  as 
experience  is  gained  in  what  is  useful  and  successful  vs. 
what  is  unnecessary  or  unreasonable.  I  further  encourage  the 
involvement  of  the  various  state  agencies  in  subsequent  activity 
planning  stages.     State  agencies,   if   contact  is   made  at   the 


8 


77.4 


Mr.  Bob  Ross 
June  30,  1988 
Page  Four 


appropriate  times  during  the  planning  process,   could  serve  as   a 
significant  information  resource  for  the  BLM. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on 
this  draft  plan.  Please  keep  me  informed  of  the  progress  in  this 
effort. 

With  best  regards,  I  am 

Very  truly  yours. 


&^d^~ 


Mike  Sulli 
MS:aes 
Enclosures 
cc:   Bill  Daniels,  BLM 
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TO:  Alan  Edwards,  SPC  Office 

FROM:  John  W.  Jackson,  Deputy  Administrator,  Plannln 

DATE:  June  6,  19S6 

SUBJECT:        Consents  on  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan 
Draft  Environmental  Statement  No.  88-019 


Alternative  Plane 


In  this 


rface 


in,  all  alternatives  appear  to  preclude  all 
disturbing  activities  In  Riparian  Areas  and  Surface  Water  Areas  and 
areaa  of  scenic  value.  The  500  foot  limitations  If  applied  to  reservoirs  could 
impact  the  State's  ability  to  develop  Its  compact  share  of  some  waters,  particu- 
larly those  in  the  Clarks  Fork  drainage.  If  the  BLM  Imposes  significant 
Impediments  to  development  on  the  Clarka  Fork,  this  coupled  with  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  designation  could  eliminate  Wyoming's  ability  to  use  about  400,000 
acre-feet  of  the  Clarks  Fork. 

Under  Water  Resources  on  page  198  the  statement  is  made  that  salinity  limits  the 
use  of  water  for  a  host  of  uses.  Is  this  to  imply  that  these  uses  sre  limited 
In  Wyoming  or  down  river?  For  example:  On  the  Bighorn  River,  Basin  Is  the  last 
municipal  withdrawal  and  Is  outside  the  area  and  on  the  Shoshone  River,  l.ovell 
Is  the  last  withdrawal  and  their  water  treatment  plant  Is  able  to  provide 
acceptable  water.  Where  Is  municipal  use  limited?  What  Industrial  use  Is 
limited?  The  largest  Industrial  use  Is  the  oil  and  gas  Industry  for  secondary 
recovery.  Quality  Is  not  a  factor  In  water  used  for  this  purpose.  It  would 
appear  that  this  claim  Is  not  well  founded. 


Und 


Formation 


.ndwater  on  page  198  the  statement  Is  made  that  the  Madls 
s  not  acceptable  due  to  dissolved  radium.  This  problem  appears  to  be  a  lo- 
allzed  problem  In  the  Frannle  area.  Worland  presently  uses  Madison  water  with 
o  problems  and  the  Water  Development  Commission  has  helped  Creybull  and  Cowley 
evelop  excellent  municipal  wells  Into  the  Madison  Formation. 
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On  page  202  there  appears  Co  be 
the  reach  from  Buffalo  Bill  Dam 


die 


repancy    In    the    str 
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Responses  to  Letter  78 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  77. 

2.  In  the  section  on  "Additions  and  Corrections  for  Chapter  3,"  we  have 
added  language  to  indicate  that  salinity  may  impair  water  for  certain 
uses.  The  statement  that  salinity  limits  the  use  of  water  was  meant 
to  imply  that  salinity  is  a  water  quality  parameter  that  needs  consid- 
eration when  water  is  developed  for  a  particular  use.  All  the  sectors 
that  utilize  water  were  listed  on  page  198  to  emphasize  the  impor- 
tance of  water  quality. 

3.  We  agree  that  our  statement  was  misleading.  Accordingly,  we  have 
placed  new  wording  in  the  "Additions  and  Corrections  for  Chapter 
3." 

4.  Thank  you  for  the  information.  Please  see  the  revised  table  16  in  this 
document. 
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CODY  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
IDENTIFIER  NUMBER  88-019 


ission  )^"  T>/<^-~" 


DRAFT  EIS,  STATE 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
referenced  matter.   The  following  comments  regarding  this  matter 
specifically  address  pages  27,  28,  29,  30  and  31  and  Map  10  of 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  wherein  rights-of-way 
for  power  and  communication  lines  and  pipeline  facilities  are 
addressed. 

The  draft  EIS  states  that  if  no  alternative  exists, 
electrical  and  communication  lines  and  pipelines  may  be 
constructed  within  avoidance  areas  if  Intensive  mitigation  is 
undertaken.   Examination  of  Map  10  shows  a  rather  large  number  of 
avoidance  areas.   It  appears  to  be  very  difficult  to  construct 
such  lines  without  entering  avoidance  areas  unless  construction 
Is  done  on  existing  utility  corridors.   Corridors  and  the  most 
economical  or  feasible  line  routing  may  not  coincide. 

The  draft  EIS  also  states  that  If  an  overhead  line  would 
be  "substantially  noticeable"  to  the  traveling  public,  an 
underground  line  would  be  required.   The  word  "substantially   is 
not  defined.   Construction,  operating  and  maintenance  costs  for 


Response  to  Letter  79 


1.     Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  77. 
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underground  electrical  tranaml  salon  lines  (voltaa.es  In  excess  of 
35,000  volts)  are  significantly  higher  than  for  the  same  lines 
built  overhead.   We  feel  that  requiring  this  la  unreaaonable  and 
unnecessary.   Even  though  installation  costs  for  underground 
electrical  distribution  and  telecommunications  cable  are 
comparable  to  overhead  lines,  maintenance  costs  for  underground 
lines  are  substsnt ially  higher  and  they  have  proven  to  be  less 
reliable  than  overhead  lines. 

It  Is  apparent  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Is 
ignoring  the  differences  between  power  transmission  and 
distribution  facilities.   Distribution  facilities  must,  because 
of  their  use,  be  constructed  where  the  location  of  the  electrical 
load  dictates.   Routing  of  transmission  lines  is  not  as  limited 
except  where  a  substantial  electrical  load  would  require  the 
construction  of  transmission  facilities  to  the  vicinity  of  the 


load. 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  also  ignored  the 
historical  experiences  of  the  electric  utility  industry  with 
underground  electrical  distribution  facilities.   Our  present 
belief  is  that  the  cost  to  the  utility,  and  ultimately,  their 
customers  of  these  facilities  is  substantially  more  than  for 
overhead  electrical  lines.   They  have  also  ignored  the  high  cost 
of  constructing,  operating  and  maintaining  underground  electrical 
transmission  facilities  (voltages  in  excess  of  35,000  volts). 
Mandating  construction  of  underground  power  lines  could  very  well 
increase  utility  rates. 

The  draft  EIS  also  requires  that  if  lines  are  built 
through  blackfooted  ferret  habitat,  lines  must  be  placed 
underground  to  avoid  use  by  raptors  of  overhead  lines  for  hunting 
perches.   Our  objection  to  the  requirement  of  underground  lines 
in  these  areas  is  the  same  as  shown  above. 

The  draft  EIS  calls  for  no  construction  of  overhead 
utility  lines  within  one  to  two  miles  of  rivers.   This  would 
require  the  construction  of  underground  lines.   Our  objections  to 
underground  electrical  lines  is  shown  above.   As  stated,  this  is 
to  avoid  raptor  and  water  fowl  mortality  from  electrocution  and 
collision.   The  argument  that  raptors  could  be  electrocuted  on 
newly  constructed  power  lines  is  not  valid.   The  Raptor  Research 
Foundation  has  published  Suggested  Practices  for  Raptors  on  Power 
Lines:   State  of  the  Art  in  1981.   It  is  our  understanding  that 
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the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  recognized  this  publication  and 
that  if  power  lines  are  constructed  in  accordance  with  this 
publication,  raptors  and  other  birds  will  not  be  electrocuted. 

It  is  proposed  that  significant  sections  of  historic 
trails  be  avoided  by  utility  and  pipeline  facilities  or  be 
crossed  within  existing  crossing  areas.   The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  has  not  defined  the  term  "significant".   It  is 
difficult  to  construct  utility  lines  and  pipelines  in  the  area  in 
question  without  crossing  a  historic  trail  and  confinement  to 
existing  crossings  would  frustrate  the  effort  to  construct 
facilities  at  least  cost  to  the  utilities  and  their  customers. 

The  draft  EIS  also  calls  for  no  construction  within  the 
Japanese  Relocation  Camp  at  Vocation.   The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  should  consider  the  fact  that  surrounding  lands  are 
intensively  farmed  and  that  farms  rely  heavily  on  the  use  of 
electrical  energy  for  their  operation.   The  electric  utilities 
must  be  relatively  free  to  realistically  locate  facilities  where 
they  are  needed  for  the  loads  to  be  served. 

with  regard  to  underground  pipeline  facilities,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  should  consider  the  ability  of  those 
who  construct  pipeline  facilities  to  restore  rights-of-way  to  a 
reasonable  appearance. 

If  you  should  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me. 

/gp 
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April   21.   1988 


Mr.  Richard  Miller 
State  Planning  Coordinator 
Herschler  Building 
Cheyenne.  Wyoming   82002 

RE:  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan—Draft  EIS  SPCI88-019 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

Fred  Chapman  of  our  staff  has  received  Information  concerning  the  aforemen- 
tioned draft  environmental  Impact  statement.  Thank  you  for  giving  us  the 
opportunity  to  comment. 

Management  of  cultural  resources  on  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  pro- 
jects is  conducted  In  accordance  with  a  memorandum  of  understanding  between 
the  BLM  and  the  SHPO.  The  MOU  calls  for  survey,  evaluation  and  protection 
of  significant  historic  and  archeologlcal  sites  prior  to  any  disturbance. 
Provided  the  BLM  follows  the  procedures  established  by  the  MOU.  we  have  no 
objections  to  the  project.  Specific  comments  on  the  project's  effect  on 
cultural  resource  sites  will  be  provided  to  the  BLM  when  we  review  the 
cultural  resource  report. 

If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact  Mr.  Chapman  at  777-6530. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas  E.  Marceau 
Deputy  SHPO 

FOR: 

Oave  Kathka.  Ph.D. 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

TEM:FC:klm 

cc:  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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Response  to  Letter  80 

1      Thank  you  for  commenting    The  BLM  will  continue  to  follow  the 
procedures  of  the  memorandum  of  understanding 
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Attn:   Mr.  Alan  Edwards 

Stats  Planning  Coord lnator ' a  Office 

Harachler  Building,  2nd  Floor  Eaat 

Cheyenne,  MY   82002 


Re i   Cody  Reeource  Management 
Plan,  Draft  E1S,  Worlend 
District  BLM,  S.I.N.  88-019 


Thank  y< 
Envl ronnental 
Office  (SEO)  l 


j   for  *the   opportunity  to 

Iepact  Statement    (EIS). 
auld  offer  the  following  co 


review  this  draft 
ha  State  Englneer'e 
nenta  t 


Page  232--In  the  Environmental  Consequence*- Al ternat 1 ve  A 
action,  a  statement  concern Ing  future  impl  e mentation  of  AMP 
projects  was  mads  i  *  (s)bme  AMP's  call  for  construction  of 
reservoirs  In  Pst  O'Hars  Creek  and  Big  Sand  Coules  (Clsrks 
Pork  drslnage)  and  In  the  Trail  Creek  end  Cottonwood  Creek 
tributaries  of  the  Shoshone  River.  Maintenance  of  water 
spreeders  In  Little  Dry  Creek  drainage  would  prevent  stored 
sediment  fros  slgrstlng  out  of  the  drainage" . 

The  SEO  requires  permit  sppllcstlons  to  be  filed  prior  to 
conatructlon  of  atock  or  othsr  storsge  reservoirs. 
Dlks-spreader  systems  slso  require  permits  to  ensure  that 
senior  downstrses  rights  are  protected.  In  addition,  the 
ssfsty  of  dams  ststutee  and  raqulremente  apply  to  dame  over  20 
feet  in  height  or  reservoirs  with  capacltltee  greater  than  50 
acre  feet. 

Pages   203,   241,  264,   and   2 7  5- -These   Tsbles  and   tent 

relate  to   produced  water   from  oil   and  ges   wells.   Producsd 

weter  Is  SKpected  to  decline   during  the  planning  period.   The 

,  SEO  does  not  at  thla  time  regulate  produced  water  from  oil  and 

I  gae  velle,  but  the  BLM  end   other  agendas  may  wish  to  addreaa 

wetland  mitigation   if  this  dscreasa  reduces   riparian  habitat 

I  In  the  area . 


Responses  to  Letter  81 


1  We  are  aware  of  state  filing  requirements  for  the  permit  applications 
you  mentioned.  The  BLM  will  comply  with  state  regulations. 

2.  The  BLM  has  no  control  over  the  quantity  of  produced  water  that 
the  oil  industry  generates;  however,  it  does  have  some  control  over 
disposal  methods.  If  an  oil  company  chooses  to  dispose  of  its  pro- 
duced water  other  than  by  discharging  to  a  surface  drainage,  the 
loss  of  wetland  habitat  could  result.  In  such  a  case,  there  might  be 
some  opportunity  to  negotiate  for  surface  discharges  Specific 
opportunities  would  be  addressed  in  the  Cody  wetlands  HMP  or 
when  proposed  actions  were  authorized.  If  produced  water  ceased 
altogether,  then  the  loss  of  riparian  habitat  would  be  inevitable  We 
cannot  require  mitigation  to  offset  this  loss. 
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Pagaa  141-141,  kppandla  »--Tha  »LM  m  conwart  abandonad 
oil  and  gaa  valla  to  vital  walla  baaad  on  crltarla  ralatad  to 
location.  flo«,  ate.  Prior  to  tha  convaralon  to  a  productlng 
watar  wall.  ground  watar  partita  auat  ba  obtalnad  froa  tha 
810.  Tha  authority  of  tha  BIO  ralatad  to  thaaa  convaralona  la 
acknowladgad  on  paga  342. 

If  tha  BLH  ahould  naad  additional  information  concarnlng 
ground  or  aorfaca  watar  paralt  ragul raaanta,  thay  ahould 
contact  Hr.  Prank  Traloaaa.  Burfaca  Watar  adalnlatrator .  Wa 
appraclata  tha  opportunity  to  offar  thaaa  coaaanta  on  tha 
draft  IIS  for  tha  Cody  Planning  araa. 


JtcC 
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Intentttf  Straant  Enginear 


cct  Gordon  W.  Fatictt,  Stata  Englnaar 
Frank  Trflr.ct,  Surfaca  Watar,  SEO 
Backy  Math. nan.  Technical  Sarvica«,  SEO 
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MEMORANDUM 

To:    Alan  Edwards 

State   Planning  Coordinator's  Office 
From:    Gary   B.    Glass,    State  Geologist 

Subject:    Cody  Resource  Management    Plan    (RMP)    -    Draft    EIS 
Date:    June    15,    1988 

My   staff  and    I  have  reviewed  this  draft    EIS  and 'make  the  following 
general    and   specific   comments: 

1.  This  was  a  very  difficult  document   to  assess.      In  particular,    since  the 
management    of  the   five  ACECs  will   vary  depending  on   the   alternative 
chosen   for   the   RMP,    it   would  make  more   sense   to  evaluate  the   five  ACECs 
later  as   separate  Environmental   Assessments  apart    from  the   RMP  document. 

2.  Information  on  mineral    resources  other  than  oil    and  gas   is   inadequate. 
Some  examples  are    listed  below: 

(A)    Uranium   is  not   "confined  to  the. . .Madison   Limestone"    (page    170). 
Of   22  occurrences  of  uranium   in  the  RMP  area,   eight  are   in  the 
Madison  and  14    in  other  units.      Also,   uranium  production   fron  the 
Cloverly  and  Morrison  Formations  took  place   three  miles   south  of 
the   RMP    (east  of  Creybull).      As  a   side  comment,   geologic    formation 
names  are  used  in  the  RMP,  but  there  is  no  geologic  map  or  strati- 
graphic  column  to  explain  where  the  formations  crop  out  or  what 
their  ages  are. 


(B)   The  following  mineral   resources  are  known  to  be 
RMP  area,  but   were  not  discussed: 


pr< 


sent    in  the 


Limestone 
MT. 


currently  mined  one  mile  north  of  the   RMP  at   Karren, 


b.  Crushed  stone   -  current   aggregate  production 

c.  Dimension  and  ornamental    stone   -    sporadic    local    productio 

d.  Dolomite    -   extensive   outcrop;   past    aggregate   production 


Responses  to  Letter  82 


1.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  the  error  on  page  170.  We  have  placed 
new  language  in  the  "Additions  and  Corrections  for  Chapter  3"  to 
correct  the  error.  Also  please  see  general  responses  1  and  2. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  77. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56. 

4.  Thank  you  for  the  additional  information.  Our  projections  described 
on  page  240  were  based  on  the  best  information  available  at  the  time 
the  draft  RMP/EIS  was  prepared.  If  output  revenue,  personal  income, 
and  employment  should  change  as  a  result  of  the  project  you 
described,  these  changes  would  be  the  same  for  all  alternatives. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  11. 

6.  Most  of  the  areas  on  Carter  Mountain  that  are  subject  to  landslides 
are  on  private  land.  The  potential  for  landslides  and  other  natural 
hazards  would  be  considered  in  detailed  activity  plans.  In  fact,  many 
of  the  identified  landslide  areas  correspond  to  areas  shown  on  map 
13  as  areas  where  vehicular  use  is  limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails.  The  BLM  will  consider  which  areas  are  potential  landslide  haz- 
ard areas  in  determining  which  roads  would  be  appropriate  for  clo- 
sure. Landslides  and  other  natural  hazards  also  will  be  considered 
in  the  evaluation  of  use  authorizations  in  the  area 

7.  Significant  paleontological  resources  would  be  protected  from 
surface-disturbing  activities  in  the  same  manner  as  significant  cul- 
tural resources.  The  text  in  chapter  2  of  this  final  document  contains 
language  to  that  effect. 

8.  The  Buffalo  Bill  Reservoir  spring  is  on  land  managed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation.  The  spring  is  at  the  bottom  of  that  reservoir,  there- 
fore, it  is  unlikely  that  this  it  would  be  affected  by  surface-disturbing 
activities  conducted  on  BLM-administered  lands.  Protection  of  the 
Little  Mountain  and  Sheep  Mountain  thermal  springs  would  be 
afforded  by  the  NSO  restriction  for  important  caves  with  which  these 
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CUy   (other  than  bentonite)    -   produced  until    recently  by 
Lovell   Clay  Products    (for  tile  and  brick) 

Sulfur    -   past   production   at    Cody;    active    interest 

Silica    sand   -    produced    for   glass   at    Lovell    In   the   recent 
past 

Travertine 


potential    development 


l.    Puaicite    -    potential    development    for   use    in   filters,    abrasives, 
etc 

j.    There    is   a    low   grade   phosphate   resource    in   the   Phosphoria 

Formation    -   probably    low  potential,   but    it    should  be  mentioned   • 
it   also  has   associated  metals    and  REE 

k.    In   the   northeastern   portion   of   the   Cody   resource   area   there   are 
two  titaniferous   black    sandstone   deposits    located  within   five 
niles  west  and  south  of  the  town  of  Lovell    (Harris  and  others, 
19SS).      Both  of  these  deposits  occur  in  the  Hesaverde  Formation 
and,  potent  ially,  other  deposits  may  occur  in  the  Cretaceous  sec- 
tion along  the   eastern   portion   of   the   Resource  Area. 

Titaniferous  black    sandstones   often   contain   abundant   heavy 
minerals   of  potential    economic   value   that    include   gold,    rutile 
(for  titanium  oxide),    zircon    (for   zirconium,   hafnium,   and 
uranium),  monazite   (for  thorium  and  rare  earth  elements),   and 
a   radioactive  opaque  mineral   containing  niobium   (Houston  and 
Murphy    (1962),   black   sandstone   deposits   contain  one  of   the 
largest   reserves  of  titanium-iron  oxide,   and  the  largest  known 
reserves  of  zircon  in  the  Rocky  Mountain   region. 

A  chemical    analysis  of  a   single    sample   taken   from  the   Cowley 
deposit   west   of   Lovell    yielded   3\  TiC"2   and   33. 8\  Fe2C<3    (Houston 
and  Murphy,    1962).      Apparently,    these   samples  were   not    analyzed 
for  trace  metal   content. 

1.    Historic   reports   indicate   some   gold  placers   were   developed   along 
the  Clarks  Fork  River.     The   locations  of  these  placers  are  not 
given,    although  known   placers   occur    in   the   vicinity  of  Crandall 
Creek   and  the  Clarks   Fork   River   about    15  miles  west   of   the   western 
boundary  of  the  Cody  Resource  area.     The  portion  of  the  Clarks 
Fork    located    in   the   Resource   Area   should  be    investigated   for   gold. 

Albert    (1986)    shows   dozens   of  geochemical    anomalies   containing 
trace   gold   throughout   much   of   the   Cody   Resource   Area.      Apparently 
the   BLM   is  unaware   of   these   anomalies. 
References 

Albert,    K.G.,    1986,    Reported   gold  concentrations    in   sediment 
samples   from  U.S.    Department    of   Energy's   National    Uranium 
Resources   Evaluation    (NURE)    Reports:    Geological    Survey  of  Wyo- 
ming Open   File   Report    86-4,    scale    1:1,000,000. 


springs  are  associated.  Also  please  see  the  response  to  comment 
2  of  letter  11. 

9.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  this  letter. 

10.  The  occurrence  of  selenium-accumulating  plants  was  not  raised  as 
an  issue  or  concern  during  the  public  scoping  process.  Specific  prob- 
lems with  seleniferous  or  other  poisonous  plants  would  be  avoided 
through  proper  livestock  and  grazing  management  practices. 

11.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  77. 

12.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  20. 

13.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  the  discrepancy.  The  Carter  Mountain 
proposed  ACEC  would  not  be  closed  to  locatable  mineral  entry 
under  the  proposed  plan.  We  have  made  a  correction  in  this  final 
document. 

14.  Chapman  Bench  is  underlain  by  limestone  sand  and  gravel  deposits. 
A  few  miles  to  the  south,  deposits  of  this  type  have  been  claimed 
for  "uncommon  varieties  of  sand  and  gravel"  and  other  minerals.  On 
the  basis  of  site-specific  evaluations  and  testing,  we  do  not  believe 
these  gravels  are  "uncommon."  Most  of  the  proposed  ACEC  is  seg- 
regated from  mineral  entry  by  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation  withdrawal, 
but  if  these  lands  were  opened  to  mineral  entry,  sand  and  gravel 
claims  could  be  filed  on  all  of  Chapman  Bench.  Gravel  mining  would 
not  be  compatible  with  management  of  the  area  for  recovery  habitat 
for  the  candidate  species  (see  appendix  J).  If  mining  claims  became 
established,  their  removal  would  require  a  withdrawal  after  the  fact, 
which  could  involve  lengthy  hearings  and  appeals. 
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References   continued 

Harris,  R.E.,  Hausel,  W.D.  and  Meyer,  J.E.,  198$,  Metallic  and 
industrial  minerals  map  of  Wyoming:  Geological  Survey  of  Wyo- 
ming Map  Series  14,   scale   1:500,000. 

Houston,    R.S..    1969.    Black    sandstone   deposits:    U.S.    Geological 
Survey   Circular  622,   p. 8. 

Houston,   R.S.,    and  Murphy,   J.F.,    1962,   Titaniferous  black    sand- 
stone  deposits   of  Wyoming:    Geological    Survey  of   Wyoming   Bulletin 
49,    120  p. 

(C)  There   is  apparently  a  placer-type  magnetite  deposit  on  the  North 
Fork  of   the   Shoshone  River   above   Buffalo   Bill    Reservoir.      This 
deposit    is   being   considered   for  use    in  coal   processing    in   some 
eastern   states. 

Under   the   preferred  alternative,   existing  and  proposed  mineral   with- 
drawals  would  be  more   than  43,000  acres   compared   to   around    15,000   acres 
for  Alternative  A  and  only   528   acres   for  Alternative   B    (page    309). 
Given   the    inadequate   evaluation   of  mineral    resources    that   we   discussed 
above,    1    feel    there    is    insufficient    justification   for   withdrawing   any 
additional    lands  beyond  what    v.is   withdrawn  under  Alternative   A    (the 
current   management    strategy). 

Map   22  on  page  93   shows   areas   with  "no   surface  occupancy"   restrictions 
for   sage   grouse    leks.      There    is   a   study   of   sage   grouse    leks   done  by 
the   University  of  Wyoming's   Zoology   Department.      The    study,    which   wai 
done   near   a   coal    mine    in   the   Powder   River   Basin,    indicated   that    the 

simply  moved   to  a   new   place    if   their    !•  v      wen  '  -rbed. 


rface   occupancy" 


sage   grous 

Considering   this,    why    is    it    necessary   to    impos 

restrictions   for  sage  grouse   leks? 

According   to  a  proposal   by  Amoco,    they  plan   to   inject    CO?    into  the 
Madison   Limestone   at    Elk   Basin    field,    which  could   add   as   much  as   7S 
million  barrels  of  oil    production  over   the    life  of   the   project.      It 
vould   start    in   1990    (page   240).      This   will    change   output    revenue, 
personal    income,   and  employment    projections   in   th,-.    MS. 

Page  9,   Cave    l  '   io  cave   resources,    what    is   propose 

tl  rand  torn 

the  Cl        Of    the    Proud  Eagle.      Some   ol    

irotccting. 

Page    11,    Soils:    There    is   no  mention  of   the    sip 

lain    (one    of    the    l.trgrst 
hi   the  U.S.)- 
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8.  Page  9,  Cultural  Resources:  Do  paleontologica)  resource*  fall  in  thl 
category?  They  are~noY  ment  loned.  Paleontological  resources  arr  Ll 
eluded  in  this  category  on  page  19. 

Page  9-18:  There  is  no  Bent  ion  of  the  thermal  spring:,  in  the  area. 
The  Ceological  Survey  of  Wyoming'*  Bulletin  60  list-,  three:  Buffalo 
Bill  Reservoir  spring.  Little  Sheep  Mountain  springs,  and  Sheep  Moun- 
tain spring. 

Page  24.  Other  Hazards  and  page  27  Utility/Transportation  System*: 
Landslides  have  been  ident ified  in  the  RMP  area  and  should  be  mentioned 
as  they  are  a  threat  to  roads  and  other  development. 

Shrinking-swelling  clays  are  also  potential  hazards  in  the  area  and  are 
not  mentioned. 

Page  32,  Livestock  grazing:  Potentially  selenifcrous  areas  are  not  dis- 
cussed.  This  is  particularly  important  where  plants  are  growing  on  the 
Cody  Shale.   In  addition,  selenifcrous  plants  have  been  found  growing 
on  the  Millwood  Formation  in  the  Bighorn  Basin. 

12.  Page  41 ,  last  line:  See  comment  (8)  above. 

13.  Page  43-44,  Watershed  Management :  Slope  movements  need  to  be  taken  into 
account  as  they  can'  contribute  significant  amounts  of  sediment  to  streams. 

14.  Hap  44 :  This  map  or  another  should  show  landslides. 

15.  Map  47:  This  map  should  also  show  areas  with  selenifcrous  accumulator 

pl.Wlt  ' 

16.  Pages  219,  243,  257,  and  271,  Cultural  Resources:  Is  palcntology  included 
Kerel 

17.  In  regard  to  the  ACECs,  I  believe  that  Alternative  B  is  most  preferable; 
Alternative  A  is  the  next  most  preferable.   As  justification,  how  can 
management  decisions  on  ACECs  be  made  without  better  substantiation  of 
the  potential  mineral  resources  within  each  proposed  ACEC  area  (see 
comment  (1)  above)?   For  example,  we  have  published  an  open  file  report 
(OFR  86-4)  that  shows  gold  anomalies  in  both  the  Chapman  Bench  and  the 
Five  Springs  Falls  ACECs.   There  are  alternative  management  strategies 
that  need  to  be  considered  in  addition  to  simply  designating  ACECs  or 
withdrawing  lands. 

In  regard  to  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline,  there  is  no  justification  for 
closing  the  entire  ACEC  to  locatable  mineral  exploration  and  development 
(BLM's  preferred  alternative).   The  area,  while  a  potentially  valuable 
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recreation  and  scientific  study  area,  is  not  all  that  unique,  and  it 
is  virtually  indestructible  as  an  anticline.   Development  and  explor- 
ation for  locatable  minerals  could  be  done  in  environmentally  accept- 
able manners.   In  fact,  with  the  exception  of  perhaps  the  Bighorn 
River  HMP/RAMP  tracts,  there  is  no  need  to  even  designate  Sheep  Moun- 
tain Anticline  as  an  ACEC. 

I  18-  In  regard  to  loctable  mineral  withdrawals,  either  the  statement  on 
Table  4  (page  114,  Minerals  Management)  is  wrong  or  the  listing  on 
Table  F-l  is  incorrect  for  BLM's  preferred  alternative.   Table  4 
says  there  will  be  no  locatable  mineral  withdrawals  for  the  Carter 
Mountain  ACEC  while  Table  F-l  says  7,819  acres  will  be  withdrawn 
(Alternative  D) . 

19.  I  see  no  reason  why  the  Chapman  Bench  ACEC  needs  to  be  withdrawn  from 
locatable  mineral  exploration.   What  is  the  rationale  for  this  pre- 
ferred alternative? 
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OO  A      Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

Her Khl«'  Bu<id>ng     •      1  22  Well  2St*  StrMI     •     Cheyenne  Wyoming  82002 


Bob  Ross,   Team  Leader 
Cody   Resource  Area,    BLM 

Randolph  Wood,    Director  /C-/ 

Department   of  Environmental    Quality  /     ^^__ 

DATE.  June    10,    1988 


FROM: 


RE. 


Review  and  comments   on   Cody   RMP 
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E.J.   Fanning  reviewed  the  above  referenced  document  and  provided  the 
following  comments: 

Page  199  -  The  sediment  sources  due  to  accelerated  erosion  Identified  on  map 
i>8  can  be  compared  with  DEO's  map  on  page  231  of  the  1986  Water  Quality 
Assessment.  In  all  cases  the  locations  of  sources  differ.  If  some  discussion 
of  their  origin  can  be  provided,  this  may  prove  to  be  a  more  precise  means  for 
revising  future  reports. 

The  estimates  of  accelerated  erosion  by  area  and  activity  are  useful  starting 
points  for  documentation  of  surface  water  use  Impairments,  around  which  a 
monitoring  strategy  can  be  developed  to  assess  compliance  with  applicable 
state  water  quality  standards.  This  procedure  Is  especially  Important  where 
watershed  treatments  are  planned  as  listed  In  Table  19,  page  201. 

2.   Page  20't,  paragraph  3 

Methods  used  to  establish  habitat  condition  classifications  for  perennial  and 
Intermittent/ephemeral  streams  should  be  referenced.  (see  also  page  207  - 
last  paragraph. 
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3.   Page  225,  paragraph  3 

Many  studies  of  soil  compaction  conclude  that  this  effect  Is  reversible  within 
a  single  annual  cycle,  often  without  changes  In  current  management.  Also,  the 
soil  compaction  effects,  I.e.  changes  In  bulk  density  and  infiltration,  m^y 
not  be  consistent  from  year  to  year  even  with  similar  management. 


Responses  to  Letter  83 

1.  Map  48  indicates  stream  segments  that  are  impaired  by  sediment 
from  nonpoint  sources  primarily  from  rangelands,  not  sediment 
source  areas  as  illustrated  on  DEQ's  map  The  stream  segments  iden- 
tified by  BLM  are  within  drainages  that  we  have  good  management 
control  over  because  of  the  land  ownership  pattern  Map  17  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  illustrates  the  top  two  priority  areas  for  improvement 
through  detailed  activity  plans,  including  watershed  management 
plans.  Our  identification  of  impaired  stream  segments  was  based  on 
sediment  yield  estimates  generated  by  the  Pacific  Southwest  Inter- 
Agency  Committee  (PSIAC)  method. 

2.  Stream  habitat  conditions  were  classified  according  to  "Condition 
Classes  for  Streambanks  and  Shorelines"  (Federal Register,  February 
5.  1980,  volume  45,  pages  7889  through  7895). 

3  The  point  of  our  discussion  on  page  225  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  was 
to  give  a  general  description  of  the  compaction  process  and  its  ram- 
ifications. Soil  compaction  usually  will  negatively  impact  the  soil  sur- 
face during  whatever  time  period  the  compaction  persists. 


June   10,    l988P««.t  ? 
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H,   Page  241,  Appendix  I,  Watershed 

The  watershed  monitoring  recommendations  Included  here  from  the  BHB  208  plan 
should  be  compared  to  the  priorities  listed  In  the  1986  Water  Quality 
Assessment,  and  updated  by  more  recent  monitoring  data  from  BLM  project 
activities*  USCS  data,  etc.  Likewise,  the  BMP's  Hated  here  are  generally 
standard  practice  within  the  BLM  Range  and  Watershed  programs,  having  only  to 
be  refined  by  the  appropriate  water  quality  monitoring  strategy.  Much  of  the 
work  needed  to  be  done  at  this  point  Is  to  develop  Implementation  projects  on 
private  lands  which  will  enhance  BLM  efforts  on  public  lands.  Whether  or  not 
that  occurs  Is  dependent  on  Congressional  funding  of  Section  319  during  the 
next  three  fiscal  years,  and  Wyoming's  ability  to  obtain  Its  proportional 
allotment  based  on  EPA  approval  of  the  state  program  during  FY  89. 
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R.eource  Management  Plan  - 

Draft  E1S 

SIN:   88-019 

Park  and  Bighorn  Counties 


Mr.  C.  Alan  Edwards 

Stata  Plannini  Coordinator  Offic 

Harachlar  Building 

Cheyenne,  VY  82002 


Dear  Mr.  tdwarde: 


c  ttaff  of  the  Wyoming  Came  and  Fiah  Department  hae  reviewed  the  Cody 
ce  Area  Fteaource  Management  Plan.  Ue  offer  the  following  recommendat iona 
or  conaiderat ion  aa  you  develop  the  atate'a  poaition  on  thie  RMP. 


Terreatrlal  Concerna: 

Ue  generally  aupport  Alternative  D,  however,  there  at 
henefita  with  aooe  of  the  atrategiea  of  Alternative  C 
Alternative  D,  which  includet  aorae  of  the  preacript iona 


a  eignificant  wildlife 

Perhapa  a  modified 

sf  Alternative  C  would 


,.  .. 


.Mr 


The  BLM  managea  aooe  parccla  of  land  that  contain  overlapping  crucial  rangea 
for  eeveral  big  game  apeciea,  including  mule  deer,  elk,  bighorn  aheep,  and/or 
pronghorn.  Theae  areaa  of  overlapping  crucial  habitata  have  been  noted  by  out 
department  for  apecial  management  conaiderat ion  (Appendix  1  ).  We  believe  theae 
extremely  valuable  parcela  ahould  receive  priority  treatmenta  ae  outlined  in 
specific  comaenta  that  follow.  The  enclosed  are  nmpa  baaed  on  herd  unit 
overlays  completed  in  1987,  except  Franca  Peak  Bighorn  Sheep.  Theae  mapa  have 
not  been  planimetered ,  thue  square  milea  of  crucial  habitat  are  based  on 
previoua  maps.  Recreation  days  and  hunter  expenditure  are  baaed  on  five-year 
averages  from  1982-1986  (See  Appendix  2). 
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Page   10.   Riparian  Area  and  Surface  Water:    Please  a  pec  if y  and  define 

"necemry  eurface-disturbiog  activities". 

2. 

Page  11.  Special  Management  Areas:   This  stretch  of  the  Big  Born  river  is 

potential  breeding  habitat  for  bald  eagles  and  critical  breeding  habitat  for 

geese.    Also,  ten  (10)  species  of  avifauna  in  need  of  special  management 

attention  in  Wyoming  are  found  here,  directly  down  at  ream  on  the  WCFD 

Yellowtail  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Unit.   Large  numbers  of  waterfovl 

congregate  in  this  area  during  spring  and  fall  migrationa.   Special  care 

should  be  taken  to  protect  this  area  prior  to  any  oil  and  gas  exploration 

and  development. 

3. 

Page   12.   Special  Management  Areas:    We  agree  'that  Bighorn  River  tracta 

should  be   closed   to  surface-disturbing  activities   such  as  geophysical 

exploration,  salable  minerals  e* pi  or  at  ion  and  development ,  and  construct  ion 

activities. 

41 

We   recommend   that   BLM   tracts  within   the   Yellowtail   Wildlife   Habitat 

Management   Unit   be   afforded   the   same   protection   as   the   Bighorn  River 

MMP/RAMP,  in  relation  to  minerals  management. 

Page  13.  Wildlife  Habitat:   Big  game  winter  range  distribution  maps  have 
recently  been  updated  (See  Appendix  1).   We  recommend  that  modifications  be 
made  and  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development ,  geophysical  exploration, 
recreation,  and  construction  activities  be  restricted  in  these  new  areas 

5 

(seasonal  restrictions  to  surface-disturbing  activites). 

In  Table  22  (p.  212)  the  statement  "...separate  parturition  areas  have  not 

been  delineated  for  species  other  than  elk  (footnote  #2)"  ie  inaccurate. 

Parturition  areas  for  other  species  have  been  delineated,  and  these  should 

be  used  in  developing  seasonal  stipulations  for  oil,  gas,  and  mineral  leases 

or  APDs. 

We  appreciate  and  concur  with  the  protection  provided  big  game  species  when 

those  habitats  are  in  potential  conflict  with  minerals  exploration  and 

development,    geophysical    exploration,    recreation,    and    construction 

_  ■ 

activities.   As  indicated  in  WCFD  Appendix  I,  the  BLM  manages  some  parcels 

6| 

of   land   that   contain   overlapping  crucial   ranges   for   several   big  game 

species.   These  areas  of  overlapping  crucial  habitats  should  be  given  the 

■ 

ACEC  designation.   The  importance  of  these  areas  can  not  be  overstated  and 

Responses  to  Letter  84 

1.  Alternative  D  was  compiled  from  elements  of  Alternatives  A,  B,  and 
C.  It  contains  many  of  the  strategies  of  Alternative  C,  particularly 
those  that  pertain  to  wildlife-related  restrictions  on  surface- 
disturbing  activities 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  20  of  letter  68. 

Please  notice  that  the  1987  big  game  seasonal  range  overlays  pro- 
vided in  appendix  1  of  your  comments  are  not  consistent  with  the 
seasonal  ranges  identified  by  WGFD  Game  Division  2.  The  overlays 
you  provided  are  the  same  as  the  seasonal  range  overlays  that  were 
updated  by  Game  District  2  in  July  1986.  If  additional  parturition 
areas  are  identified  by  the  WGFD,  necessary  seasonal  restrictions 
would  be  applied. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  6. 

4.  We  have  modified  the  proposed  plan  in  this  document  to  make  the 
BLM  tracts  in  the  Yellowtail  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Unit  sub- 
ject to  an  NSO  restriction  for  exploration  for  and  development  of  leas- 
able minerals.  Other  surface-disturbing  activities  generally  would  be 
prohibited.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  future  locatable  mineral 
exploration  and  development  subject  to  valid  existing  rights.  Such 
a  closure  would  not  have  any  effect  on  the  development  of  mining 
claims  in  the  future  because  it  would  be  subject  to  the  valid  rights 
of  existing  mining  claims. 

5.  We  recognize  that  as  data  collection  and  analysis  techniques  are 
refined,  and  as  environmental  parameters  change,  seasonal  range 
boundaries  will  be  modified.  The  seasonal  protections  proposed  in 
the  draft  RMP/EIS  would  apply  to  the  seasonal  ranges  where  they 
would  occur  and  not  to  a  static  area  on  a  map.  Also  see  response 
to  comment  20  of  letter  68. 

6.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  20  of  letter  68. 

7.  Your  recommendation  will  be  followed. 

8.  The  BLM  will  continue  the  cooperative  effort  with  the  WGFD  and  the 
FS  to  improve  bighorn  sheep  habitat  on  the  West  Slope  of  the  Big- 
horn Mountains.  We  have  modified  the  RMP/EIS  to  include  this  objec- 
tive. 

9.  According  to  WGFD  Game  District  2,  no  pronghorn  crucial  winter 
range  is  delineated  in  the  planning  area.  Of  the  451 ,000  acres  of  mule 
deer  crucial  winter  range  in  the  planning  area,  only  7.5%  occurs  out- 
side the  full  suppression  areas  (see  map  2  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 
These  habitat  areas  that  are  not  proposed  for  full  suppression  are 
in  Oregon  Basin,  in  the  Red  Cabin  area,  and  on  the  Greybull  River. 
Wildfire  in  Oregon  Basin  and  near  Red  Cabin  would  not  be  likely 
to  have  a  significant  effect  on  wintering  mule  deer,  and  most  of  the 
areas  on  the  Greybull  River  are  on  private  land. 

In  the  development  of  detailed  activity  plans,  the  BLM  will  cooperate 
fully  with  the  WGFD  to  improve  bighorn  sheep  and  elk  habitat 
through  the  use  of  prescribed  fire. 

10.  The  BLM  plans  to  implement  the  revised  Rattlesnake  Mountain 
Forest/Habitat  Management  Plan  in  1989.  This  plan  currently  is  in 
the  developmental  stages  and  is  being  closely  coordinated  with 
WGFD  Game  District  2  and  Habitat  Region  2.  Adequate  stands  of 
mature  and  old  growth  timber  of  all  types  would  be  maintained.  With 
this  plan,  we  believe  we  can  accomplish  both  wildl ife  and  timber  man- 
agement objectives  on  Rattlesnake  Mountain. 

11.  The  statements  that  you  quote  from  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are  some  of 
the  reasons  why  BLM  has  chosen  Alternative  D,  not  A,  as  its  pre- 
ferred alternative. 

12.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  10  of  letter  19  and  response 
to  comment  18  of  letter  68.  The  regeneration  of  specific  cottonwood 
stands  will  be  considered  in  the  Wetlands  HMP  and  in  other  detailed 
activity  plans. 

13.  Our  statements  regarding  forage  competition  reflect  a  summary  of 
the  impacts  of  grazing  animals  on  vegetation.  These  grazing  animals 
include  wild  ungulates  as  well  as  domestic  livestock.  This  summary 
of  impacts  does  not  reflect  a  commitment  on  the  part  of  BLM  to  over- 
stock the  range. 
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we  believe  the;  should  be  afforded  complete  prottction  (ro«  any  dftriitmil 
disturbances.  We  recosaaeod  withdrawal  of  these  irtu  (roe  com  ids-rat  ion  for 
mining  because  of  their  high  value  for  wildlife  habitat  op  a  till  by  case 
basis. 

Concerning  aoow  removal  for  maintenance  access  to  BLM  authorized  projects, 
ve  question  who  will  determine  condition  aeverity  and  when  big  gaae  hard* 
need  protect  ioo.  Wa  recommend  that  tha  UCFD  be  conaultad  when  theac 
conditiona  ara  being  evaluated. 

Opportunities  eiist  to  improve  habitat  condition!  for  bighorn  aheep  along 
the  weat  elope  of  the  Bighorn  Mountaina.  Thla  ia  a  unique  and  valuable 
•peeiea  that  needa  epecial  management  conaiderat ion  to  re-tore  a  viable 
population.  A  provision  to  accomplish  thia  ahould  be  included  in  the 
RHP/EIS. 


Page  20.  Fire  Management:    "Full 
the   caae   of   previouely   approve* 
winter  ing  areei ,  ahould  include  i 
rangca.   Only  a  few  areas  remain 
by  wildfires  may  be  ei 


suppress  ioo  area"  des  ignst  ion,  except  in 

I  controlled   burns   designed   to   improve 

II  oule  deer  and  antelope  crucial  winter 
>utside  this  area.  Shrub  component  losses 
Kese  areas  without  adequate  protection  and 


10 


planning.  Wa  recommend  a  plan  be  prepared  to  allow  some  fires,  within  the 
"full  suppression  area",  to  enhance  bighorn  sheep  and  elk  habitat  on  crucial 
winter  ranges. 

Page  22.  Forestland  Management:  The  level  of  timber  harvest  on  Rattlesnake 
Mountain  seems  to  conflict  with  the  preferred  alternative;  "forest  lands  on 
Rattlesnake  Mountain  would  be  classified  as  a  restricted  management  area 
where  wildlife,  watershed,  and  recreation  resource  values  would  be 
emphasized.  Part  ial  cutting,  extended  forest  crop  rotations,  or  other 
restrict  ions  on  forest  management  would  be  appl ied". 

We  support  the  prescription  described  in  the  preferred  alternative.  Timber 
harvest  goals  under  the  preferred  alternative  would  not  provide  adequate 
mature/ over  mature  lodge  pole  pine  and  spruce/fir  t  imber  stands. 

Lodgepole  pine  stands  older  than  140  years  are  considered  to  be  old-growth. 
At  about  180  years  of  age,  the  stand  will  begin  to  deteriorate.  Engleman 
spruce  stands  reach  maturity  at  300  years  of  age.  Once  stands  have  reached 
maturity,  they  remain  healthy  and  vigorous  for  about  90  years.  Douglas-Fir 
stands  reach  maturity  at  200  years  of  age.  However,  stands  can  be  expected 
to  live  until  they  reach  400  years  of  age. 
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We  recommend  that  lodge  pole 
period  and  spruce/fir  stands 
significantly 


stands  be  managed  on  a  160-year  rotation 
anaged  on  a  300  year  rotation.  This  would 
ed      alternative      of      500     HBF     of     sawt  imber 


hir 


70 


per    year 


Meeting  these  criterion*  is  imperative  when  establishing  the  goal  of 
harvesting  95X  of  the  lodgepole  pine  and  1001  of  the  spruce/fir  foreet  types 
in  the  Rattlesnake  Mouotains.  The  2,700  acres  of  forestland  that  are  not  in 
timber  production  base  and  left  for  natural  succession  is  primarily  limber 
pine.  Timber  harvest  ahould  be  adjusted  when  wildfires  take  a  portion  of 
the  timber  production  base. 


Due  to  the  frequency  of  wildfire  w. 
-he  RMP/EIS  it  is  stated  "si 
mature  spruce/fir  and  lodgepole  pine 
on  Rattlesnake  Mountain  and  many  sou.. 
12,900  acres  of  forestland  on  Rattle 
BLK  reevaluate  elimination  timber  h, 
timber  harvest  was  justified  becaust 
been  eliminated  by  human  influence", 
in  the  Rattlesnake. 


lestion  the  need  to  harvest  timber. 
1956,  approximately  7,000  acres  of 
nda  have  burned  in  three  major  fires 
nes.  This  is  a  large  portion  of  the 
[«  Mountain".  We  recommend  that  the 
at .  within  the  present  evaluet  ion, 
ire  and,  to  an  extent,  disease  have 
re  seems  to  remain  a  major  influence 


al  vintc 


fo 


1,   l-.. 


The  Rattlesnake  Mountains  provide 
elk.  We  believe  the  Rattlesnake  Mountain  Forest  Management  Plan  must  be 
reviied  for  better  integration  of  forest  and  wildlife  management  practices. 
During  the  winter  of  1987-88,  over  400  elk  wintered  on  Rattlesnake  Mountain. 
The  future  of  this  elk  herd  will  be  greatly  influenced  by  timber  management 
on  Rattlesnake  Mountain. 


:ked  t  imber  area 

.r    Wildl.fr.       A    It. 

needs  in  forests  and  th 
referenced  regarding  thl 
constant   thinning 
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On     page     21.     pre-coeaaercial     thinning     of     overstock.'  lould 

con. id. r      covtr      «nd      habitat       divrraity      needa       f 
management     plan,     which    define,    wildlife     habitat 
UCFD    Cane    and    Nongame    Strategic    Plana    ahould    be 

v.  Alao,     human     activity     necettary     for     conal.nl     thinning    would 

probably   have   a   detrimental    effect    on   wildlife    ule. 

Page  32.  livestock  Crating  Management  :  Crnerally,  we  do  not  feel  thai 
ISSUE  I,  "Competition  For  Vegetation"  haa  been  adequately  ■ddr.tltd,  hi 
■tated  "Public  comment,  received  during  the  acoping  proceaa  and  during 
prrpar..'  Iraft    RKP/US    indicated   •   general    acceptance   of   II 

graiing    on    public    land,    provided    .uch    grating    ia    properly    managed".      Under 
current    liveatock   grating    intentitiet   "proper"   range   management    haa   not    been 
ltd.      For    ....pie: 


We  have  just  begun  to  monitor  livestock  forage  utilization  in  the  high 
priority  "I"  category  allotments  and  do  not  have  sufficient  data  to 
display  utilization  levels  in  the  final  EIS.  The  data  collected  so  far 
is  available  for  review  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area  office. 

14.  Livestock  grazing  would  be  excluded  on  the  Bighorn  River  tracts  be- 
cause it  is  inconsistent  with  management  objectives  for  the  wildlife 
resources  in  the  area.  This  is  not  the  situation  in  the  Yellowtail  Wild- 
life Habitat  Management  Unit.  During  1987,  the  BLM  consulted  the 
habitat  supervisor,  WGFD  Habitat  Region  2.  and  updated  a  memo- 
randum of  understanding  (MOU)  forthe  management  of  public  lands 
within  the  unit.  This  MOU  was  signed  by  the  WGFD  in  December 
1987.  Livestock  grazing  was  cooperatively  examined  on  all  BLM  river 
tracts  in  the  unit  and  any  needed  corrective  measures  have  already 
been  implemented  under  the  MOU. 

15.  The  WGFD  Wildlife  Land  Use  Management  Plan  was  consulted  dur- 
ing the  allotment  categorization  process  forthe  purpose  of  determin- 
ing which  allotments  would  receive  priority  management  Wildlife 
and  livestock  forage  conflicts  were  very  important  factors  in  our  ten- 
tative identification  of  "I"  category  allotments  which  are  our  top  prior- 
ity areas  of  AMP  development  and  intensive  management.  Few  "C" 
category  allotments  were  identified  where  crucial  wildlife  ranges 
reflect  serious  forage  competition  with  livestock,  wild  horses,  or 
other  wildlife  species.  If  our  future  monitoring  efforts  indicate  con- 
flicts, allotment  categories  can  be  changed  to  address  the  concerns 
or  problems. 

16.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  9  of  letter  19. 

17.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  6  and  response  to 
comment  2  of  letter  21. 

18.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  59. 

19.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  10. 

20.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  20  of  letter  68. 

21.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  77. 

22.  Please  see  general  response  4  and  response  to  comment  6  of  letter 
3. 

23.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  17  of  letter  68 

24.  Applications  for  reservoir  construction  on  public  land  by  BLM  per- 
mittees can  be  approved  under  a  cooperative  agreement  or  section 
4  or  section  15  permit  under  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act.  These  approvals 
would  require  that  the  projects  meet  multiple  use  objectives  and 
there  would  be  no  cost  to  the  applicant  for  application  fees,  mon- 
itoring fees,  or  right-of-way  cost  recovery 

25.  Cottonwood  riparian  woodlands  are  wetlands  and  therefore  are  in- 
cluded as  important  wildlife  habitats  to  be  maintained  or  improved. 
We  concur  on  the  importance  of  sagebrush  within  500  feet  of  water. 
Please  see  page  10  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

26.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  19  of  letter  68. 

27.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  6  and  response  to 
comment  2  of  letter  77. 

28.  See  response  to  comment  13  of  letter  68. 

29.  Thank  you  for  the  information.  We  will  use  this  as  we  maintain  and 
update  the  RMP. 

30.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  12  of  letter  19 

31 .  Table  46  reflects  the  greater  importance  we  place  on  long-term  man- 
agement over  short-term  management.  The  acreage  figures  shown 
in  the  right  column  were  considered  to  be  satisfactory  for  wildlife 
resources,  and  were  expected  to  remain  stable  or  improve  slightly 
over  the  long-term  as  livestock  management  improves. 

32  The  figures  and  statements  in  tables  21  and  47  came  from  the  Annual 
Big  Game  Herd  Unit  Reports.  1984,  for  WGFD  District  II  The  pro- 
jected declines  in  some  big  game  ungulate  populations  overthe  next 
ten  years  (short-term)  is  understandable  if  you  refer  to  table  46 
Much  of  the  current  available  habitat  is  in  decline,  and  we  anticipate 
that  it  will  require  ten  years  to  halt  this  decline  on  those  acres  shown 
in  the  second  column  from  the  right.  This  reflects  our  best  estimate 
under  the  preferred  alternative 
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{•o.t  of  the  resource 

ltd  and   auitablt   (or 
cot  (281)  m     i"  1. 1' 


-  Ecological  condition  claa.  10  arid  iimiooatnl 
area)  il  genertlly  poor. 

-  »n  tltraing  HI  of  ihe  allotment.  Intnto 
grating  arc  in  poor  condition.  Twenty-eighl  pel 
condition. 

-  Si«ty-ei>  parctnt  (661)  of  perennial  stream  channels  ere  in  a 
declining  trend  and  one-half  the  remaining  .table  mil.i  irr  in  poor 
condit lon< 

-  About  751  of  the  riparian  tone,  along  int  .mi  t  lent  -  ephemeral 
•treat,  il  in  unsat i. factory  condition.  Cottonwood  regeneration  ia 
lacking  and  many  of  the  tree,  present  are  decadent  and  dying. 

-  Moat  of  the  channel!  of  the  intermittent  ephemeral  streams  alao 
appear  to  be  in  poor  condition. 

Overgrazing  by  doaeatic  livestock  ia  probably  the  noit  aignificant  cauae  of 
degraded  vet land/r ipar ian  habitat,  in  the  Big  Horn  Basin.  The  maximum 
effort  should  be  made  to  rehabilitate  and  improve  the  condition  claae  of 
wetland,  and  riparian  tones  in  the  Cody  RA. 


it  ecological  health  of  arid 
dob  for  improvement.  In  this 
jike  the  difficult  decisions 
We  also  hope  the  BIN  will 
reduce  livestock  grazing  to  a 
ease  forage  condition,  within 


If  it's  true  that  riparian  areaa  indicate 
western  rangelands,  we  believe  there  is  muct 
regard,  wt  hope  that  BLH  will  commit  to 
necessary  to  protect  and  enhance  these  are 
deaonstrate  a  commitment  within  the  RMP/tlS 
level  and  intensity  that  will  maintain  or  ii 
the  immediate  future. 

Considering  the  importance  of  riparian/wetland  communities  to  the  wildlife 
resource,  we  suggest  that  all  riparian  areas  be  increased  to  good  or 
excellent  condition.  As  indicated  in  Table  20,  Cottonwood  riparian  woodland 
habitat  types  have  the  greatest  wildlife  diversity  within  the  Resource  Area. 
Yet  cottonwood  regeneration  ia  lacking  and  many  of  the  trees  present  are 
decadent  and  dying.  Ve  believe  it  appropriate  for  the  RXP/EIS  to  contain  a 
plan  that  will  delineate  what  will  be  done  to  regenerate  these  stands  and 
replace  what  has  been  lost. 

In  view  of  federal  budget  and  manpower  constraints,  we  are  not  opi  il  ittli 
that   these  conditions  can  be  rectified  with  current   livestock  grazing 


33.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  2  and  5  of  this  letter 
34    Please  see  the  response  to  comment  32  of  this  letter. 

35.  We  will  cooperate  with  the  FS  and  the  WGFD  in  any  way  possible 
to  locate  new  access  as  needs  arise. 

36.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  this  letter. 

37.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  WGFD  to  increase  public  access 
to  fishing  areas. 

38.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  77 

39.  These  items  will  be  addressed  by  the  Wetlands  HMP 

40.  Thank  you  for  the  information.  Please  see  the  reprinted  table  in  this 
document. 

41.  Thank  you  for  the  information.  The  document  has  been  revised  ac- 
cordingly. (See  Table  of  Text  Additions  and  Corrections). 

42.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  77 

43.  Please  see  the  responses  35  and  37  of  this  letter. 

44.  Implementation  schedules,  monitoring,  and  available  resources  and 
timing  are  appropriate  considerations  for  the  activity  planning  level. 
Please  see  general  response  1. 
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intensities.  Additional  inforaation  is  needed  concerning  the  time-frame  for 
achieving  preferred  alternatives  for  liveatock  grating.  He  Question  when 
eatieftctory  forage  condition  be  achieved  in  aott,  if  not  all  allotments. 
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13 


Riparian/vet  land  communities  are  recogniz* 
Protecting  1 .800  acres  of  r ipar ian /wet  land 
■onumental  task.  Monitoring  will  be  needed  t< 
Livestock  excluded  area  monitoring  will  al 
these  Bites  become  holding  pens  for  livest 


k). 


as   a   national   priority. 

reas   is   admirable,   but  a 

a  if  this  goal  is  achieved. 

to  be  intensified  (many  of 


specifically  recommend: 

Restriction  of  livestock  grazing  in  riparian  areas  appears  appropriate 
eince  most  degradation  of  riparian  areas  is  due  to  overgrazing  or  poor 
range  management  practices.  Changes  in  grazing  nay  accomplish  this 
goal  without  the  use  of  fencing.  Such  fences  usually  are  a  barrier  to 
big  game. 


spraying  within  100  yards  of 


destruction  of  big  sage, 

Adequately  fund  riparian 
Riparian  Area  RMP. 


.  important  to  wildlife, 
isnagement  to  implement  goali 


It  appears  the  RHP/EIS  ia  attempting  to  meet  national  and  state  objectives 
without  compromising  the  number  of  livestock.  But  to  accomplish  this  goal 
it  appears  that  extensive  range  improvements  will  have  to  occur.  Having  the 
"cart  before  the  horse"  or  in  this  case  the  "livestock  before  the  forage" 
puts  us  in  a  precarious  position.  Future  funding  and  manpower  constraints 
may  not  allow  it.  Or,  projects  could  be  "piecemealed"  over  several  decades, 
with  habitat  degradation  continuing. 

We  find  the  competition  for  forage  between  livestock  and  wild  ungulates,  in 
all  alternatives,  totally  unacceptable.  On  those  lands  where  competition 
exists  it  is  stated  "the  grazing  use  of  some  of  the  plant  groups  (grasses, 
forbs,  shrubs)  would  exceed  the  amount  of  vegetation  that  the  plants  could 
replace  under  normal  climatic  conditions".  We  can  only  interpret  this  to 
mean  a  long  term  commitment  to  overstock  the  range,  instead  of  a  commitment 
to  remedy  the  problem. 

Short-term  reductions  in  livestock  use  are  not  realistic.  We  do  not  feel 
the  maximum  overall  81  reduction  in  livestock  use  will  be  achieved  even  the 
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[it...  U  would  greatly  •••nt 
ell  were  presented  in  thi.  document 
sufficient  data  to  adequately  anelyt 


if  livestock  forage 
Stated  AUH  objective, 
he  problem. 


Page  33.  Livestock  Crating  Management:  We  agree  with  etcluding  live.tocV 
glaring  fro.  tract,  vilhin  the  gighorn  giver  HMP/RAMP.  We  reco.»end  that 
UK  tract,  within  the  WCID  Yellovta.il  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Unit  be 
afforded  the  »ame  protection  a.  the  Bighorn  River  KHP/HAKP,  in  relation  to 
liveatock  grating. 


The  WCFD  Wildlife  Land  U.e  Management  Plan  prioritir.es  crucial  and 
wildlife  habitat..  We  recommend  that  thia  plan  be  u.ed  to  pr 
development  of  AMPS  (Alternative  C).  AMP.  .hould  be  developed  for  a 
of  multiple  .pecie.  crucial  range  overlap  and  that  the.e  area,  be  id 
aa  •  high  priority  for  range  and  grating  evaluation  and  mon 
Livestock  grating  ahould  be  curtailed,  at  Watt  temporarily,  from 
key  area,  with  teriou.  livestock-wildlife  conflict,  that  have  res 
poor  habitat  conditions.  No  grating  allotment,  within  area,  of 
specie,  crucial  range  overlap  should  be  given  a  "C"  or  c 
de. ignat  ion . 

It  i.  evident  in  thi.  document  that  livestock  grating  it  not  cons 
surface  di.turbance  to  raptor  ne.ts,  grouse  leks,  T4E  specie.,  or  s 
■pecie.  at  any  time  of  the  year.  We  disagree,  some  stipulations  e 
u.ed  so  other  resources  that  may  be  detrimentally  affected  by  1 
grating  can  be  protected  when  neces.ary. 
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dog 


research  by  the  Forest 
rairie  dog  control  is 
dog  control  is  rarely 
.rch  be  consulted.   For 


question  the  need  for  pra 

vice  has  helped  define  thoBe  situations  - 
lif ied.  Their  research  has  shown  that  p 
nomically  appropriate.  We  suggest  that  thei 
mple,  no  significant  differences  were  detected  in  cattle  weights  on 
ges  with  and  without  prairie  dog  control.  Also,  a  minimum  of  30  years 
required  to  pay  to  costs  of  prairie  dog  control. 

uctural  projects  should  be  tied  to  better  range  management  and  not  be 
one  without  it.  Usually,  water  and  fencing  projects  are  designed  to  get 
etter  livestock  distribution,  and  this  means  more  use  over  the  entire 
llotment.  Often,  small  areas  of  wildlife  habitat  are  removed  by  this 
ction,  so  if  wildlife  is  not  to  suffer  habitat  loss,  a  general  increase  in 
orage  condition  or  production  has  to  happen  on  the  rest  of  the  allotment. 
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9.   Page  39.-   Off-Road  Vehicle  Management:    With  the  receot  proliferation  of 

ORVs  it  is  highly  recommended  that  the  ORV  prescriptions  in  Alternative  C  be 

included  in  the  preferred  alternative.    OBV*  use  ahould  be  limited  to 

designated  roads  and  trails  with  aeasonal  restrictions  on  all  crucial  big 

game  winter  ranges.   Without  law  enforcement,  ORV  limitations  will  probably 

not  be  followed  by  the  public.    This  ia  a  major  problem  which  needs 

19 

addressing  in  the  RMP/E1S. 

On  page  39,  all  crucial  winter  ranges  should  be  closed  to  ORV  use  during 

winter  except  on  designated  roads  and  trails.   Map  13  should  reflect  thia. 

On  page  47,  management  actions  concerning  forested  areas,  there  should  be 

some  mention  of  interfacing  with  the  Worland  District  Forest  Management  Plan 

also  currently  in  preparation. 

_  10.  Page  35.   Minerals  Management:   The  production  of  oil  and  gas  and  the  mining 

_  —  1     of  minerals  often  impact  wildlife  and  their  habitats.    Because  of  the 

2Cj  1     possibilities  for  catastrophic  habitat  and  wildlife  losses  as  a  result  of 

B     these  activities,  it  is  recommended  mineral  withdraws  be  initiated  for  all 

■■     areas  of  multiple  species  crucial  habitat  overlap. 

Page  87  (Table  3)  and  Appendix  B  (Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Mitigation  Cuidelinea 

for  Surface-Disturbing  Activities)  discuss  seasonal  stipulations  for  oil  and 

gas  activity  on  various  wildlife  ranges.   Big  game  crucial  winter  ranges  are 

21 

protected  from  November  15  to  April  30,  and  big  game  parturition  areas  are 

off-limits   to  certain  activities   from  Hay   1   through  June  30.    We  arc 

concerned  about  the  statement  (p.  293)  in  the  standard  guidelines  for  the 

State  of  Wyoming  that  rends  "...modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any  year 

may  be  approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer."   Under  our  existing 

HOUs  with  the  BLM,  we  request  the  WCFD  be  consulted  before  an  "authorized 

officer"  of  the  BLM  makes  an  decision  to  ignore  or  modify  the  guideline  for 

seasonal  closures  on  big  game  winter  ranges  and  parturition  areas. 

The  Dick  Creek  and  Rawhide/Rose  Creek  elk  crucial  winter  ranges  arc  included 

within  the  Cody  Resource  Area.    Particular  attention  should  be  paid  to 

maintaining  the  November  15  -  April  30  closure  on  these  two  areas. 

_      The  objective  of  the  designation  in  Table  4  (p.  Ill)  is  "...to  protect  areas 

r}  r\   1       '   ""'que   alpine   tundra  and   fragile  soils."    Under  Alternative  C,   the 
/  /   |     proposed  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  oil  and  gaa  exploration  and  development, 
"^"^  1      Under  Alternative  D  (preferred),  the  proposed  ACEC  would  ba  open  to  oil  and 

■■     gas  exploration  and  devel<  p 
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Under  the  no-action  alternative  (A),  aur  face-disturbing  icttvitiM  (or  oil 
and  |*«  exploration  and  development  would  be  prohibited  or>  elopes  of  ion 
than  71.  If  the  intent  Ll  to  prolact  fragile  ioiIi  and  unique  alpine  tundra 
(which  are  adversely  affected  by  compaction  from  driving  over  than),  no 
surface-disturbing  oil  and  gas  activitiei  abould  be  permitted  if  the  ACEC  ll 
designated.  With  auch  a  small  area  proposed  for  ACEC  designation,  at  the 
very  ainimua,  NSO  at  ipulat  ions  should  be  included  with  any  oil  and  gas 
laasta  issued.  It  aeeas  counter-productive  to  designate  an  area  for 
protection  and  than  allow  oil/gas  and  other  surface-disturbing  activity 
(including  ORV  traffic)  to  continue  or  incraaaa. 

To  avoid  displacement  of  elk  froa  crucial  winter  range  on  the  south  aide  of 
Carter  Mountain,  a  snowmobile  closure  should  ba  implemented  in  the  proposed 
ACEC  froa  tha  and  of  hunting  season  to  April  30. 

Also,  a  closura  should  be  established  where  the  Carter  Mountain  Road  (USFS 
Road  210)  crosses  the  main  fork  of  Little  Rose  Creek  (SW*  Sec.  20,  T49N, 
R103U).  This  closure  should  apply  to  all  vehicles  (including  cars,  trucks, 
4-wheel  drive,  and  aoowmachines)  and  will  prevent  vehicles  from  driving 
across  the  top  of  Carter  Mountain.-  The  effective  dates  for  this  closure 
should  be  from  the  end  of  hunting  aeaaon  to  April  30.  A  closure  of  this 
nature  will  parallel  efforts  of  adjacent  private  landowners  (Pitchfork,  91 
Ranch)  to  prevent  harassment  and  displacement  of  elk  by  anowmobile  traffic 
on  deeded  and  adjoining  state  landa. 

Page  43.  Watershed  Management:  Application  and  Monitoring  Fees  for  BLM 
Right -of -Way  Cost  Recovery  may  be  limiting  the  number  of  stock  water 
reservoira  being  developed  by  permittees.  It  is  recommended  that  these  fees 
be  waived  when  significant  wildlife  benefits  can  be  shown. 

Page  47.  Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat:  Cottonwood  riparian  woodlands  should 
be  added  to  the  list  of  important  wildlife  habitats.  This  type  has  the 
greatest  wildlife  diversity  within  the  Resource  Area. 

The  growth  form  of  sagebrush  within  500  feet  of  water  generally  provides 
excellent  cover  for  wildlife.  It  is  recommended  that  these  areas  be 
designated  as  sensitive  wildlife  habitat  areas  subject  to  the  use  of 
restrictions  to  protect  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitats,  and  other  provision* 
contained  in  environmental  analyses. 

Sagebrush  control  should  not  be  allowed  within  100  yards  of  seeps,  wet 
meadows,  springs,  reservoira,   irrigation  ditches,  perennial  streams,  and 
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other  wetland/riparian  habitats  except  for  wildlife  habitat  improvement. 

This   is   the   current   approach   (under   the   no  action   alternative),   but 

Alternative  D  (Table  2,  p.  49)  indicates  that  sagebrush  spraying  would 

26 1 

routinely  be  allowed  within  100  yards  unless  site-specific  environmental 

analyses  indicated  a  need  for  the  restriction.   We  suggest  that  sagebrush 

spraying   should  not   be   allowed  within   100  yards  unless  site-specific 

environmental  analyses  indicate  otherwise.   On  BLM  lands,  the  WCFD  should 

have  the  opportunity  to  review  any  analysis  which  indicates  a  need  to  spray 

■ 

within  that  100  yard  buffer. 

13.  Page  150.   Wildlife  and  Fisheries:   A  provision  should  be  added  to  require 

utility  companies   to  mark  existing  lines  which  cross   the  Bighorn  and 

27 

Shoshone  Rivers.   These  lines  are  a  major  obstacle  in  establishing  trumpeter 

swans  in  the  area.   All  new  power  lines  should  be  placed  at  least  0.5  miles 

from  river  corriders  to  minimise  collisions  witTh  avifauna.    Raptors  and 

other  high  federal   interest  species  will   part  icarly  benefit   from  this 

■ 

action. 

Affected  Environment 

Page  173  -  "Few  (livestock  graxing  projects)  have  been  constructed  in  the 

last  five  years  because  few  project  funds  were  available.   The  only  projects 

being  implemented  now  are  projects  that  involve  private  investments  or  projects 

within  allotments  that  currently  are  under  AMPs  or  other  activity  plans  for 

28 

which  object ivea  have  been  est abl i shed . "    We   suggest   improvement   in   range 

condition  be  elevated  to  a  high  enough  statua  to  ensure  that  monies  are 

allocated  for  implementing  strategies  identified  in  the  planning  process.   Too 

often,  plans  are  made  and  then  not  implemented  due  to  budget  constraints.   In 

this  case,  we  believe  implementation  and  monitoring  on  the  "I"  and  "M"  category 

allotments  should  be  one  of  the  highest  priorities  to  receive  funding  over  the 

next  10-20  years. 

Page  204  -  This  section  states:  "It  appears  that  more  waterfowl  are  produced 

at  livestock  water  sites  and  at  small  irrigation  reservoir  sites  than  in  any 

other  wetlands  habitat  type  on  public  land  in  the  planning  area."   Proper 

livestock  management  (i.e.,  stocking  rates,  fencing  to  maintain  stream  zones  and 

vegetation  around  reservoirs,  watergaps,  etc.)  to  maintain  dense  nesting  cover 

and  shoreline  vegetation  for  waterfowl  ia  vitally  important  to  future  waterfowl 

production  in  the  basin. 

29 1 

■      On  page  217,  the  revenues  and  recreation  days  for  hunting  and  fishing  should 

1  be  corrected  using  WCFD  information.   The  hunter-day  figure  for  big  game  only  in 
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f  the  Cody  RA  ll  Dearly  30,000,  ao  we  doubt  that  tbe  total  (or  the 
■  only  31,000.  Adding  small  game,  big  |«M,  upland  gaae,  waterfowl, 
and  trapping,  the  figures  would  tuke  it  even  larger.  Theee  figure* 
wnderee  t  lavate  tbe  economic  value  of  fiab  and  wildlife  and  thui,  their  iaportance 
in  tbe  aoc  io-econoaic  picture .  We  euapect  that  none  on  sump t  ive  wildlife  values 
may  bt  aa  great . 


Under  Alternative  D  (page  276)  -  It  ia  stated: 
■ilea  (in  the  Cody  RA)  would  improve  by  at  least  oi 
it   ten   yeare."    This   is   one   instance  where 
ternative  C  ahould  be  integrated  into  the  prefe 


...401  of  the  atream  tone 
ondition  class  during  the 
e  targets  identified  in 
arget 


uld  be  (p.  266)  "...about  60Z  of  the  atr 
■ilea. ..by  at  leaat  one  condition  class  during  the  next  ten  years."   The  maximum 
possible   effort   should   be   put   into   stream   rone   rehabilitation   and 
wetland/riparian  habitat  improvement. 

Table  46  (page  278)  ahould  show  acreages  that  would  be  improved  for  wildlife 
in  both  the  short  and  long  term.  It  shows  short  and  long  term  declines,  abort 
term  declines  and  long  term  improvements,  and  a  combination  of  improvemente  or 
no  change  in  short  and  long  terms.  It  is  important  to  know  ahort  term 
improvements  as  a  result  of  changes  in  management  of  crucial  winter  rangea, 
especial ly  if  big  gaoe  populations  are  being  viewed  as  a  possible  reason  for 
'  range  trends. 

We  believe  Table  47  (page  279)  was  produced  from  erroneous  figures  in  Table 
21  (page  211).  We  suggest  Table  47  should  be  updated  to  1967  figures  and  an 
explict  reason  given  for  any  proposed  decreases  in  population  sizes.  We  fail  to 
see  how  a  combination  of  improving  range  condit  ions  and  decreasing  livestock 
grazing  called  for  in  Alternative  D  can  result  in  a  decline  in  habitat  available 
for  big  gaoe  in  some  areas.  The  projected  decline  in  gaoe  populations  noted  i 
Table  47  is  even  more  difficult  to  understand.  We 
be  explained. 


st  that  this 


The  paragraph  on  elk  should  read  ". 
light,  and  winter  counta,  which  are  co 
trend,  show  an  increasing  population." 


rent  harvests 
red  to  be  an 


and  wi 


hav 


...  - 


in  the  planning 


The  paragraph  on  mule  deer  should  read  "Overall,  populati 
area  appear  to  be  stable  to  slightly  increasing,   and  range  appears  to  t>e 
expanding  into  the  Heart  Mountain  area." 

The  paragraph  on  moose  should  read  "In  the  Creybull-Cooseberry  herd  unit, 
the  population  trend  is  stable."  No  increase  has  been  documented  or  reported  in 
this  herd  in  recent  years. 
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Th*  paragraph  on  aheap  ahould  read  "In  general,  the  aheep  populati 
planning  area  has  been  atable  to  alovly  increasing." 
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Table  21  (Big  Came  Populations  by  Herd  Unit  - 
estimates,  attached  objectives,  and  trends  are  giv 
in  whole  or  in  part  by  tbe  Cody  Resource  Area, 
estimates  are  attached  (Appendix  III)  and  should  bi 
of  this  RHP/E1S. 


p.  211) 

sn  for  tl 


Outdated  populat  i 


1987  population 
vising  the  draft 


It  should  be  noted  that  any  time  the  population  ia  above  or  below  objectiv 
anagement  is  already  underway  to  point  the  trend  back  toward  objective.  Thu 
ny  population  level  different  froo  the  objective  level  ia  temporary,  and  may 


hav 


been 


Table  22  (p.  212)  states  "...separate  parturition 
delineated  for  species  other  than  elk  (footnote  #2)."  Separate  lambing  areas 
have  been  designated  for  bighorn  sheep  and  should  be  mentioned.  If  delineated 
by  the  BLM,  then  these  areas  can  be  covered  by  seasonal  activity  st ipulationa. 

A  summary  of  the  information  presented  in  Tables  29,  35,  41,  and  47  on 
expected  changes  in  populations  of  big  game  ungulates  under  the  various 
alternatives  should  be  presented  somewhere  in  the  document.  Along  with  this 
summary  should  be  a  more  detailed  explanation  of  the  basis  for  the  projected 
1 os sea.  Also,  1987  post-season  est  i mates  and  revised  objectives  (where 
available)  ahould  be  used  in  this  summary  table. 

Miscellaneous 


1,      We    encourage    the    BLM    to    pu 
Kirwin/AMAJt    trade). 


land    exchanges    favorable    to   wildlife    (e.g. 
ting     public     access     up    Metteetse     Creek     is     closed     by     pr 


2.   If   the   ex 

landowners  in  the  near  future,  we  encourage  the  BLM  to  assist  the  USFS  in 
locating  a  new  access  road  up  Meeteetse  Creek  or  along  Mecteetse  Rim, 
minimizing  the  amount  of  deeded  land  which  would  have  to  bt  crossed.  This 
would  be  an  alternative  to  recent  USFS  plans  to  build  a  road  from  Pete 
Miller  Park  to  Foster  Reservoir. 

Aquatic  Concerns: 


In  general,  wt  fee)  that  Alternative  C  would  bt  the  most  beneficial  for 
fisheries.    We  view  alternative  A  and  B  as  unacceptable  for  maintaining  or 
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•«     of     the     Strategies     I"    Alt* 

,1,11   (if      IM.».I.   r. 


the  following  specific  coa 


Again,  Alternative  D  Modified  to 
C  would  be  most  beneficial  to  both 


Page  2*. 


Page  28, 


Riparian  Areai  and  Surface  Watar  -  Thia  propoaed  objective  providea 
little  indication  that  riparian  area*  and  aurfac*  waters  will  be 
effectively  managed.  At  atated  previously,  a  definition  for 
"necessary"  should  be  provided. 

Acceaa  -  We  agree  that  acquisit ion  of  access  to  the  Little  Mountain 
and  Cedar  Mountain  areas  ia  ■  high  priority.  We  ilio  agree  that 
acceaa  to  the  other  area*  aentioned  here  should  be  aaintained. 

We  encourage  BLM  to  increaae  acceaa  to  fiehing  areaa  when  poatible 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  identification  of  public  landa  by 
•  igning.  Acceaa  ahould  alao  be  accured  to  BLM  tract*  that  arc  not 
readily  available  to  the  public.  Theae  include  areaa  along  the 
Shoahone  River  below  Cody  and  public  landa  bordering  and  including 
Luce  and  Hogan  Reservoir*  in  the  Clark*  Fork  drainage.  Opportunity 
mI co  exist*  for  other  arena  and  we  would  be  willing  to  coordinate  with 
BLM  to  increaae  public  acceaa  to  theae  fisheries. 

Land  Ownerahip  Adjustment*  -  Diapoeal  of  public  landa  should  be  done 
primarily  on  an  exchange  basis  and  for  community  developments. 
Exchanges  ahould  attempt  to  block  up  public  lands  while  eliminating 
isolated  parcela,  when  and  where  such  exchange*  are  appropriate. 
Acquired  lands  should  preferably  have  recreational  value  such  as  along 
flowing  rivera.  Similarly,  lands  in  these  types  of  areas  with 
recreat  ional  value  should  not  be  disposed  of  even  if  they  are 
relatively  isolated  from  other  public  lands. 

We  do  not  feel  that  disposal  of  public  lands  for  desert  land  patents 
is  in  the  best  public  interest  in  all  cases.  Certain  types  of 
disposals  should  be  avoided,  as  the  lands  in  some  areas  are  often 
characterized  unstable  soils  that  erode  more  easily  than  developed 
soil*.  These  areas  subsequently  are  prone  to  become  a  source  of 
uncontrollable  non-point  source  pollution. 

All  lands  adjacent  to  major  rivers  should  be  designated  avoidance 
areas.   These  areas  will  receive  more  use  in  the  future  and  this  will 
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Mr.  Edward. 
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eunaequently  becone  a  »ore  aerioue  concern.   The  Bighorn  River  in 
particular  it  eeeentially  a  "vilderneae"  ri»er  throughout  most  of  ita 
courae  id  this  aanageaent  districts 

Page  49,   Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  -  Later  references   (page  276)  mention 
creation  of  new  water  projects.   This  should  also  be  mentioned  here. 

39 

Page  119,  Wildlife   and   Fish   Habitat   Management   -   Several   reservoirs   are 
providing  *ignificant  cold  and  cool  water  fisheries.   Theae  reservoirs 
are  extensively  trampled  by  livestock  and  need  shoreline  protection. 
The  reservoirs  are  also  filling  with  silt  and  becoming  increasingly 
less  suitable  habitat  for  fisheries.   We  encourage  BLM  to  investigate 
fencing  and  livestock  management  options  to  eliminate  or  reduce  this 
very  serious  problem. 

Page  149,  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  -  We  are  encouraged  by  BLM's  objectives  to 
improve   fish  habitat  and  better  manage  livestock  grazing  with  the 
intention  of  improving  the  classification  of  streams  in  this  resource 
area.   However,  we  are  also  concerned  that  BLM  will  have  the  financial 
and  personnel  resources  to  accomplish  these  objectives. 

m  Page  202,  Table  16  -  The  Shoshone  River  from  Willwood  Dam  upstream  to  Buffalo 

Bill  Dam  is  a  Class  1  water 
1                    -  The  Shoshone  River  from  Penrose  Dam  upstream  to  Willwood 
4f|  1                      Dam  is  a  Class  3  water 

"Tw  I                      -  Sunlight  Creek  is  a  Cold  Water  Fishery 
-  Impoundments  in  Big  Sand  Coulee  are  W&L 
m                                                     -    Bitter  Creek  is  a  Cold  Water  Fishery 

Page  204,  Stream  Zones  -  We  encourage  continued  programs  to  keep  livestock  out 
of  stream  zones. 

VH  ■  Pa**  207'  Fisheri*«  -  Revi«*  clas«  *  streams  to  26.6  miles,  Class  2  streams  to 
*-+  |  ■           10  miles  and  Class  3  streams  to  48  miles. 

Page  252,  Alternative  B  may  significantly  affect  present  and/or  future  public 
accesa  to  fishing  waters  adjacent  to  those  lands. 

Page  263,  Soils/Alternative  C  -  A  reduction  in  soil  loss  of  26  percent  to  29 
percent  from  man-caused  activities  is  significant.    This  reduction 
will  result  in  improved  water  quality,  aquatic  insect  production  and 
fish  habitat . 
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Page  303,  Appendu  E,  Possible  Land  (Vn*nhip  Adjustments  -  It  appears  that 
lands  which  allow  public  access  to  fishing  waters  are  c  1  ■•  a  i  f  i*d  at 
eligible  for  disposal.  We  are  unable  to  thoroughly  review  all  of  the 
tracts  listed  in  relation  to  fishing  access.  Land  disposal  and  access 
issues  are  a  major  c  once  ro;  however  it  appears  thai  all  four 
Alternative*  regard  these  aatters  equally.  We  strongly  recoaa»end  that 
thtai  issues  be  Mora  aggressively  evaluated  by  Alternative  C  and/or  D. 
We  would  prefer  that  an  objective  to  enhance  fishing  acceaa  be 
included. 

1  Perhaps  one  of  the  most  iaportant  issues  that  BLM  will  face  while  operating 
under  this  plan  is  access  to  public  lands.  This  has  been  a  serious  problem  in 
the  past  and  we  strongly  encourage  BLM  to  make  a  more  decisive  commitment  in 
this  Plan  to  effectively  deal  with  thia  issue.  Our  Department  has  in  the  past, 
and  will  in  the  future,  be  willing  to  cooperate  with  BLM  to  help  resolve  this 
iaaue  where  appropriate. 

I  Alternative  C  and  D  call  for  significantly  increased  management 
responsibilities  from  present  levels.  This  document  provides  no  indication  that 
BI.M  will  have  adequate  resources  to  implement  and  monitor  the  proposed  actions. 
This  capability  is  very  important  if  the  Plan  is  to  be  effective.  Some  form  of 
implementation  schedule,  noting  available  resources  and  t  i 
included  in  the  final  Plan. 


should      be 


Thank    you    for    the    opportunity    to   comment. 


Sincerely, 


^^^h^^ 


BILL  MORRIS 
DIRECTOR 


BM:SCT:as 
Attachment, 
cc:  Cane  Div. 

Fish  Div. 
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ESTIMATED   TIA1LY    CONSUMPTIVE    RECREATION    DAT 

EXPENDITURES 

OF    THE   CODT    RESOURCE    MANAGEMENT    PLAN 

TOTAL    ESTIMATED 

CONSUMPTIVE    RECREATION 

DAYS   - 

163,606 

TOTAL    ESTIMATED 

CONSUMPTIVE    RECREATION 

DATS    EXPENDITURES 

-    57.194 

785 

BIG  CAME    KERDUMITS 

IHERDUNIT 

SQMI   CW 

RHP 

RMP 

SPPBC 

HERDUNIT 

CW 

IN    RMP 

IN   RMP 

RE(  DAYS 

HNTREKP 

ELK    210 

Horse  Creek 

75 

28 

1.379 

$1 19,658 

ELI    2U 

Cooseberry 

33 

82 

302 

$25,069 

ELK    215 

Carter  Mountain 

55 

0 

2,920 

5289,970 

ELK   216 

Northfork   Sholhone 

46 

240 

949 

$91 ,688 

ELK   217 

Clark'.   Fork 

50 

128 

1,103 

$95,122 

ELK    321 

Northeast    Bighorn 

37 

26 

48  7 

$39,605 

BHSHEEP    201 

Clark'a   Fork 

0 

0 

0 

$0 

BHSHEEP    202 

Trout '•   peak 

2 

6 

326 

$49,464 

BHSHEEP    203 

Wapiti   Ridge 

12 

69 

46 

$7,122 

BHSHEEP    205 

Franc* ■  Peak 

0 

0 

0 

$0 

BHSHEEP    223 

North    Bighorn 

100 

33 

0 

$0 

WTDF.ER    201 

Bighorn    Bairn 

0 

0 

3,266 

$200,480 

MDEER    205 

Devil  '•   Canyon 

95 

16 

2,298 

$140,779 

MDEER    206 

Hone  Creek 

85 

11 

2,185 

5160,409 

MDEER    210 

Creybull    River 

100 

34 

3,168 

$199,162 

MDEER    211 

Shoshone    River 

100 

65 

6,235 

$314,847 

MDEER    213 

Meeteetse 

35 

116 

1,213 

$97,089 

MDEER    lit 

Southfork   Shoshone 

80 

246 

2,108 

$157,903 

MDEER    215 

Northfork    Shoshone 

50 

66 

503 

$34,843 

MDEER    216 

Clark'a   Fork 

60 

132 

1,637 

$107,536 

MOOSE    207 

Cr.ndall 

0 

0 

0 

so 

MOOSE   208 

Sunlight 

0 

0 

2 

$170 

MOOSE  209 

Southfork   Shoshone 

0 

0 

2 

$157 

MOOSE   210 

Northfork   Shoshone 

0 

0 

6 

$556 

MOOSE    212 

Cooseberry 

15 

0 

11 

$1 .154 

1,298 

30,143 

$2,132,983 
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(P«|i   2  of   3) 

Q/1  17 

o4. 1  I 

ESTIMATED   TEAR1Y 

CONSUMPTIVE    RECREATION 

DAT    EXPEND  I TUIZS 

OP 

m 

CODY    RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT    PLAN 

SPOUT    FISHERIES 

RECREATION    DAYS 

-      109.246 

RECREATION   DAYS 

EXPENDITURES 

-    $4,017 

972 

UPLAND.    WATERFOWL,    BLACK 

BEAR,    TURKEY 

BHBi  AT,    ASH 

HOUNTAIN    LION 

HERD 

I    of 

HUNTER    EXP. 

RECREATION    DAYS 

SPECIES 

CODE 

H! 

:s  mi 

IN  RHP 

IN     RHP 

BLACK    BEAK 

25 

15 

S 

6,926 

481 

BLACK    BEAR 

26 

55 

S 

1,201 

73 

BLACK    BEAR 

27 

12 

5 

1,166 

120 

BLUE  CROUSE 

II 

40 

S 

4.37  7 

146 

BLUE  CROUSE 

12 

50 

S 

4,080 

141 

BLUE  CROUSE 

i: 

100 

$ 

1,598 

55 

BLUE  CROUSE 

16 

60 

5 

4,806 

164 

BLUE  CROUSE 

19 

40 

S 

1,423 

49 

BOBCAT 

2 

45 

s 

28,110 

734 

CHUKAR 

11 

40 

s 

2,534 

85 

CHUKAR 

12 

50 

s 

14,931 

509 

CHUKAR 

IS 

100 

s 

21,388 

726 

CHUKAR 

16 

60 

s 

9,788 

335 

CHUKAR 

19 

40 

s 

2,845 

98 

COOT 

4A 

25 

s 

813 

27 

COTTONTAIL 

11 

40 

s 

15,910 

192 

COTTONTAIL 

12 

50 

s 

79,027 

946 

COTTONTAIL 

15 

100 

5168,872 

2,039 

COTTONTAIL 

16 

60 

5 

93,153 

1,131 

COTTONTAIL 

19 

40 

S 

19,582 

240 

DOVE 

11 

40 

S 

1,788 

60 

DOVE 

12 

50 

s 

6,493 

220 

DOVE 

15 

100 

s 

24,529 

829 

DOVE 

16 

60 

s 

7,816 

266 

DOVE 

19 

40 

$ 

1,403 

47 

DUCK 

4A 

25 

5 

82,857 

274 

COOSE 

4A 

25 

S 

33,345 

1,120 

LION 

19 

40 

S 

0 

0 

LION 

20 

50 

5 

0 

0 

LION 

21 

60 

s 

0 

0 

PARTRIDCE 

11 

40 

S 

1,504 

44 

PARTRIDGE 

12 

50 

5 

5,898 

24  3 

PARTRIDCE 

15 

100 

5 

3,901 

125 

PARTRIDCE 

16 

60 

S 

1,466 

47 

PARTRIDGE 

19 

40 

S 

527 

20 

PHEASANT 

11 

40 

s 

4,696 

155 

PHEASANT 

12 

50 

s 

32,921 

1,  105 

APPENDII    11 
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ESTIMATED   YEARLY 

CONSUMPTIVE    RECREATION 

DAY    EXPENDITURES 

OF 

THF 

CODY    RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT    PLAN 

UPLAND.    WATERFOWL,    BLACK 

BEAR,    TUTULET 

BOBCAT,    AND 

MOUNTAIN    LION 

HERD 

1    of 

HUNTER    EXP. 

RECREATION    DAYS 

SPECIES 

CODE 

Hi 

IN    RHP 

IN    RHP 

IN    RMP 

PHEASANT 

15 

100 

$250,862 

8,441 

PHEASANT 

16 

60 

S   22,604 

765 

PHEASANT 

19 

40 

S     6,306 

215 

RAIL 

4A 

25 

$             0 

0 

RUFFED   CROUSE 

11 

40 

$     2,657 

90 

RUFFED  CROUSE 

12 

50 

$     1,977 

68 

RUFFED   CROUSE 

15 

100 

$          257 

19 

RUFFED  CROUSE 

16 

60 

$         805 

26 

RUFFED   GROUSE 

19 

40 

$            76 

2 

SAGE   CROUSE 

11 

40 

$      3,402 

113 

SACE  CROUSE 

12 

50 

$    12,085 

409 

SACE   CROUSE 

15 

100 

S  15,577 

530 

SAGE   CROUSE 

16 

60 

$   10,163 

344 

SAGE  CROUSE 

19 

40 

$      1.474 

49 

SNIPE 

4A 

25 

$          326 

11 

SQUIRREL 

11 

40 

$     1,959 

24 

SQUIRREL 

12 

50 

$     3,430 

40 

SQUIRKEL 

15 

100 

$         808 

10 

SQUIRREL 

16 

60 

$     4,381 

53 

SQUIRREL 

19 

40 

S           61 

1 

SS    HARE 

11 

40 

$     1,796 

22 

SS    HARE 

12 

50 

$     3,307 

40 

SS    HARE 

15 

100 

$              0 

0 

SS    HARE 

16 

60 

$     4,489 

56 

SS    HAKE 

19 

40 

$      2.872 

36 

ST   CROUSE 

11 

40 

$              0 

0 

ST  CROUSE 

12 

50 

$              0 

0 

TURKEY 

6 

90 

$          482 

0 

TOTALS 

$1,043,830 

24,207 
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■*V  ^Ta  1  N*J 

198'  Post-teas 

on 

wen)  Pop. 

Population 

Species/Berd  Unit! 

Population  Cellmate 

Objective 

Trend 

Prooghorn 

Badger  lu» 

976 

650 

Increasing 

Carter  Mountain 

7,000 

7,000 

Steble 

Crystal  Creek 

72 

160 

lncreaeiog 

Fifteen-Nile' 

3.428 

4,100 

Decreaaing 

TOTAL 

11.564 

11.910 

Clk 

Carter  Mountain 

3.047 

2.000" 

Increasing 

Clarke  Fork 

3.334 

3,000 

Stable 

Gooseberry 

2,782 

1.800" 

lncreaeiog 

Horee  Creak 

660 

650 

Stable 

Northeast  Bighorn 

2.500 

2,500 

Stable 

Morth  Fork  Shoehone 

3.131 

4,800 

Decreaaing 

TOTAL 

15.439 

14.750 

Mule  Deer 

Clarke  Fork 

8,536 

7,000 

Increasing 

Devile  Canyon 

3,250 

3.000 

lncreaeiog 

Creybull  Diver 

3,000 

3,000 

Steble 

Horee  Creek 

3,250 

3.000 

Increasing 

Meeteetae 

5,376 

7,300 

Increaeing 

North  Fork  Shoshone 

5,139 

2,500 

Increasing 

Shoehone  River 

3,000 

3.000 

Stable 

South  Fork  Shoehone 

6,341 

4,800 

Stable 

TOTAL 

43,593 

33.600 

Mooee 

Crandall 

170 

100 

Increasing 

Creybull -Cooseberry 

40 

85 

Stable 

North  Fork  Shoshone 

72 

75 

Stable 

South  Fork  Shoshone 

76 

75 

Steble 

Sunlight 

101 

75 

Stable 

TOTAL 

459 

410 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Clerks  Fork 

500 

500 

Stable 

Trout  Peak 

481 

500 

Slight  Inc. 

Wapiti  Ridge 

1,050 

1,000 

Slight  Inc. 

Francs  Peak 

1,138 

1.300 

Stable 

TOTAL 

3,169 

3,300 

•  This  DAU  was  not  ev 

n  included  in  Table  21  in 

the  draft. 

**This  objective  will 

be  revised  to  2, 

400-2,600 

by  Jul,. 
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United  States  Department  of 

the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  Area 

Resource  Management  Plan  - 

Draft  EIS 

SIN:   88-019 

Park  and  Bighorn  Counties 

Mr.  C.  Alan  Edwards 

State  Planning  Coordinator  Office 

Herschler  Building 

Cheyenne,  WY   82002 

Dear  Hr.  Edwarda: 

The  Wyoming  Game  and  Fiah  Department  would  like  to  clarify  two  points  on  our 
comment  letter  to  you  dated  14  June  1988  concerning  the  Cody  RMP. 

Wyoming  Came  and  Fish  Department  Commente  Page  5. 

Our  examples  of  the  poor  conditions  of  grating  allotments  and  riparian  tones 
were  excerpts  from  the  Cody  RMP.   This  first  two  examples  of  the  status  of 
grating  allotments  were  taken  from  Appendix  C-2   pp.  321-322.   The  final 
three  examples  of  the  poor  condition  of  riparian  areas  were  excerpts  from 
the  Narrative  on  page  204. 

1 

Wyoming  Came  and  Fish  Department  Comments  Page  10. 

We  quote  page  204  of  the  RMP  on  the  value  of  livestock  watering  sites  and 
small  reservoirs  to  waterfowl.    Benefits  from  these  type  developments  are 
specific  to  the  Bighorn  Basin  and  are  the  result  of  the  BLM's  consideration 
of  the  dual  uses  of  water  developmenta  for  agriculture  and  wildlife.   We 
appreciate   the  concern  of  the  BLM  for  wildlife  as  evidenced   in  these 
developments  and  hope  to  continue  to  work  cooperatively  with  them  on  future 
developments  beneficial  to  wildlife  and  improved  range  conditions. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  clarify  these  points. 

Sorely,  ^~~, 

FRANCIS  pui.ua 

kl.CTO* 
OPERATIONS 

FP:SCT:as 
cc :  Case  Div. 
Div. 

Responses  to  Letter  85 


1.     Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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Think  you   for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on   the  Co<i. 

The   prim  ry   waya   I    use   BI>   1  nds   is   for  hiking,    horsebck 
riding,      nd   observing   wildlife    and    the    terrain.      I    am  mont    famili    r 
with    the   VcCullough   Peaks   and  Oregon   B  sin     reae. 

par  Bona!   level,    the  most    important  values   in   th< 

re   undisturbed  surfaces,    high  visual     nd  scenic  values,    a 

of  naturalness,    wildlife   habitat,    space  and   solitude,      nevertheless, 

multiple    uses   within    the    planning   area   are    important   ;»nd    I    would   not 

exclude   them  exceot   in  the  McGullough  Peaks  WSA  . 

Thus,   my  responses   to   the  RMP  derive    from  a   single   theme i 
for  a  vriety  of  uses,    but  do   so   in  ■    way  which   leaves  no  doubt    th    I 
high   priority   is   to   be   pl.aced  on  preserving  natural   values. 

?o   facilitate  your  reading  of  my  comments,    they   are   divided   into 
four  parts--Commendable  elements  of  the   h      i   Pari      of   the   RMP  which 
create  concern  and  raise  questionsi   Recommendations   for  modifying 
the   preferred  alterntive   and/or  the   RMPi    Ltner   points. 

Commendable  elements  of  the  RM.1- 

Irotecrive    measures    for   r-.ptor   nesting   ■  reas      nd    for  end  inhered 
?.nd   ondidate   species     nd   for  sage   grouse   leks 

2.     CRV   play  areas,    which  could   blunt   surface   damage   elsewhere   from 
uncontrolled  LRV  use 
T.      The    *CkiCs 

nee   ^nd  streamside    improvements  and  changes   in    'KPs 
a.      Helpful   -nd    interesting   information  on  soils  *nd  grazing  allotments 


iin/RMP   comments,    page    2 
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Parts  of  the  RMP  which  create  concern  and  raise  questions 

I  am  dismayed  and  skeptical  about  the  huge  increase  proposed  in 
RVDs.  The  RMP  does  not  say  how  the  increases  in  Table  h2   will  be 
accomplished;  that  is,  it  does  not  spell  out  how  recreational 
opportunities  will  be  promoted  in  order  to  effect  the  PVD  increases. 
Moreover,  although  the  introductions  to  Alternative  D  (pages  i  and  276) 
s~y  the  preferred  alternative  would  do  more  to  protect  the  environment 
than  does  current  management,  the  RMP  is  either  v-gue  or  says  nothing 
about  how  the  environment  would  be  protected  from  the  impacts  of 
increased  recreation. 

'  closer  look  at  the  pl--n  raises  the  doubt  that  perhaps  little 
may  be  done  to  mitigate  recreational  impacts.  On  page  39.  the  BMP 
implies,  through  an  apparently  editorial  choice  of  words,  th^t  ORV  use 
will  be  restricted  in  most  of  the  area  to  existing  roads  ond  trails, 
which  could  be  -■    w  y  to  mitigate  impacts  of  increased  ORV  use.   However, 
the  first  paragraph  on  p-  ge  2?3  states  that  only  15  percent  of  the  area 
will  get  those  restrictions.   In  my  opinion,  uncontrolled  vehicle  use 
in  85  percent  of  the  planning  re^  is  objectionable,  due  to  adverse 
imp-cts  on  soils,  vegetation  and  wildlife,  and  I  suggest  extending  the 
road-only  restriction  to  a  larger  --rea. 

The  RMP  raises  other  questions.   It  proposes  a  big  increase 
in  hunting  RVDs  (Table  ^2)  but  management  for  decreased  game  herds 
(Table  U?)  without  explaining  how  this  will  be  accomplished  or 
analyzing  impacts. 

The  plan  contains  nothing  about  new  road  construction,  although 
it  mentions  increases  in  visitor  services  (page  M ) ,  construction  of 
interpretive  nd  recreation  sites,  and  building  and  development  of 
reservoirs.   I  would  like  to  see  some  analysis  of  how  many  miles  of 
new  road  would  accompany  Alternative 


Responses  to  Letter  86 

1  Part  of  the  increase  in  projected  RVDs  (42,000  RVDs  or  27%)  is  only 
apparent  because  of  an  analysis  assumption  In  Alternative  A,  we 
assumed  that  we  would  not  manage  42,000  RVDs  on  BOR- 
administered  lands.  These  42,000  RVDs  exist  at  present  Many  of 
these  RVDs  occur  at  Newton  Lakes  and  were  classified  as  fishing, 
hunting,  and  trapping  RVDs  on  table  42.  In  Alternatives  B,  C,  and 
D,  these  RVDs  were  reflected  in  tables  30,  36,  and  42  because  of 
another  assumption  that  many  of  the  BOR  withdrawals  would  be  ter- 
minated, and  these  RVDs  would  be  under  by  BLM  administration 

Other  projected  increases  in  RVDs  are  real.  These  would  result  from 
the  installation  of  interpretive  signs  along  the  Yellowstone  corridor, 
limited  construction  of  facilities,  use  of  directional  signing,  improved 
access,  and  natural  growth.  ORV  use  under  the  proposed  plan  would 
increase  by  about  900  RVDs,  the  majority  of  these  occurring  in  the 
three  ORV  open  areas. 

Although  the  language  on  page  273  is  correct,  it  is  also  misleading. 
We  have  modified  the  text  accordingly.  Actually,  about  15%  of  the 
planning  area  would  have  ORV  use  limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails  and  the  remainder  of  the  planning  area  (except  for  small  open 
areas)  would  have  use  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails. 

2.  The  only  road  construction  cited  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  would  occur 
in  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  proposed  ACEC.  (See  page  133  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS.)  Any  roads  that  may  be  constructed  at  Sheep 
Mountain  would  be  considered  first  in  a  detailed  activity  plan.  The 
BLM  does  not  have  plans  to  construct  other  roads  at  this  time.  The 
two  reservoirs  cited  on  page  276  would  be  developed  for  wildlife  and 
livestock  water.  The  specific  locations  of  new  reservoirs  would  also 
be  covered  in  detailed  activity  plans. 

3.  The  restrictions  placed  on  surface-disturbing  activities  are  by  no 
means  the  only  way  to  achieve  environmental  protection.  Table  3 
does  not  include  our  provisions  for  limiting  ORV  use,  provisions  for 
the  management  of  livestock  and  timber  to  reduce  soil  erosion  and 
sedimentation,  or  the  creation  of  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat. 

4.  We  will  provide  opportunities  for  public  input  during  development 
of  this  activity  plan  and  other  recreation-related  activity  plans. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  letter  3. 

6.  The  %  mile,  or  visual  horizon,  setback  is  a  relatively  well-established 
guideline,  based  on  published  studies.  However,  flexibility  would  be 
maintained  to  consider  other  restrictions,  on  a  site-specific  basis, 
for  unique  situations. 

7.  Cost  analyses  are  developed  during  activity  planning. 

8.  Please  see  response  to  comment  4  of  this  letter. 

9.  RMPs  do  not  have  any  predetermined  lifetime.  Please  see  the  re- 
sponse to  comment  1  to  letter  3. 

10.  For  comparative  purposes,  the  language  simply  states  that  the  pre- 
ferred alternative  places  "greater  emphasis  on  protection  of  the  nat- 
ural environment  than  Alternative  A  or  B."  When  all  of  the  manage- 
ment actions  are  considered,  not  just  restrictions  on 
surface-disturbing  activities,  we  believe  that  this  is  a  true  statement. 

1 1 .  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  the  error.  We  have  corrected  the  percent- 
ages in  the  "Additions  and  Corrections  for  Chapter  4." 

12.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  4. 

13.  It  is  misleading  to  compare  ORV  closed  areas  to  semiprimitive  non- 
motorized  opportunities.  If  a  roadless  area  were  closed  to  ORV  use, 
it  would,  of  course,  remain  nonmotorized.  However,  under  existing 
management  (Alternative  A)  all  of  the  planning  area  is  open  to  ORV 
use  but  there  still  exist  many  areas  of  semiprimitive  nonmotorized 
opportunities.  These  areas  are  remote,  or  have  terrain  too  steep  or 
too  rough  to  allow  roads.  Under  the  proposed  plan,  almost  all  of  the 
semiprimitive  nonmotorized  opportunities  would  occur  in  areas  with 
ORV  use  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails.  This  limitation  would 
allow  us  to  maintain  these  areas  in  a  nonmotorized  condition,  just 
as  easily  as  a  closed  designation  would. 
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'leo,    on   pife   276.    the   plan  mentions  construction  of    -t    le   st    two 
new     nd   siieible    reservoirs. 

ble    1    refutes    the    statement    tht    Altern    tive    ^    would    ■ 
environment  il    protection. 

or    is   more    lenient   thin  currenl  I    with   respect    to   restricting 

surf  tee   disturbances ,    in   p >rt icul >r    by      b  ndoninr   riverside   set  bucks 
•nd    reducing   no    surface    occupmcy     icreur.es. 

Recre    tion   would    be    further  developed    for        majority    of   the 
pl»nning  area    (the  Cody   „RV.A  )    under  a   separate     activity    plan   (p  pe  <*2). 
Joes  not    s-iy    if  public    input   will    be    allowed   for   that   activity 
■ 

Recommend-  tipns   for  modifying     ltemative    :      nd/or   the   P.v.l- 

1.  Choose    i    lower     nd  more    re    listic    level    for   proposed   recreation 
increases.      •'.    70   percent    increase    in  RVLs  automatically  demands   more 
st^ff   to    jdminister   the   work    ind   enforce   the   rules,    but   staff 
exp-nsions   never      re   guaranteed    in    the    feder   1    budget   process. 
better  compromise    between    " Iternitiveo   B   (+75   percent)    and  c    (+3? 
percent)   would    be   about   a    50    to    55  percent   recreation    incre    se.      Hut 
available   stiff   ^nd    f  isc-.l   resources    first    into    the    improvements 

.    wetlands.    'CECs,    modified    AV.Hs)    outlined    in    'lternati^ 
and   t-jke   a   more   moder-te    ipproach   tow  .rd    incre  .sinft  recreation, 
bir  expansion   in   recreation   should    be   a   cumul    tive   goal      t    the   end   of 
a   much   longer   period   th^n    this   pl.in    -pptrently   covers. 

2.  Restrict  CRV   use    to   existing   roads    and    trils   on   more    th--n    15   percent 
of   the   pl-nninp   area,      l.xpand   the   restriction    to   more      reas   with 
fragile   soils. 

3.  Choose  Altern   tive   C    instead   of    *    for   protecting    fragile    soils    from 
surface   disturbing   activities    (pa^e    11). 


Cudin/RMP  comments,    page   4 
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<*.      :o  not   develop  Hogan   ->nd   Luce   Reservoirs.     They     re   good   ?re    s   for 
waterfowl   and   game    animals. 

5.  Restore   the   hlf-mile    3etb  cks    for   oil   and   gas   activity   on   the    banks 
of  the   North   Fork  and      outh   Fork. 

6.  Do  not  weaken   the   protective   mitigjtions   already   outlined    for 
blrd3    jnd   other  wildlife.      Maintain    flexibility,    however,    on   the 
protective  distances  from  raptor  nests  so  thr;t   if  the  visual  horizon 
is   farther    »w;jy   than  0.75  mile,    the   setback   also  might    be    farther 
away.      This  could    be   necessary   to  encourage  nesting  success    in   species 
vhich   h-  ve    been   determined   to  need   special  management . 

~> .      Include    a   cost   analysis    for    '11   four   alternatives. 
3.      provide    for   public   review    ,nd    input   on  any   recreation   activity 
plans . 

9.      Include    information   about   construction   of  new  roads  and   trails. 
10.     The   RMP  needs   fine    tuning     nd   additional   work   before    it   truly 
becomes   a   comprehensive   management   framework.      For  example,    I   would    like 
to  see  a  document  which   tells  me  more  aboul  r'3  in 

specific    ar-  '.it   kind   of    inform   tion   better   org   nited  and 

easier   to    fil 

l     se    Include   i    st   tement      bout    the    life   of   this   RV,--le   it 

'.00? —  nd   about  how   future   revisions  can    be 
Ln-llyi    on  pages  1  and  276  when   summarizing  the  effects  of  Alternative 
:  .   get  rid  of  the   l-neuare  which   implies  the   pre  I  ..tive 

emphasizes    "orotectlon  or   the  miur.l   environment."      i'he    phr   :■.••    Invites 
criticism   because   over   11,    th.  In   more   apt    to    b   1  ,nce    out 

in   the   environment    1   dep .rtment , what   with    the    proposed   ch  mges   that  are 
nor.'    protective    (;:u''  Othei       •       i  ■■     lees 

.')    refers    to  whit    1    conelder 
vnrl»l   goo'     I  ling   of    the   KN.P   makes   the    phr 


14  This  language  is  contained  on  page  50  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  The 
only  area  in  which  insect  control  would  be  prohibited,  without  excep- 
tion, would  be  the  Chapman  Bench  proposed  ACEC 
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Iitlon  eeem  hypocrltlc -1.      nd   thin  remark  doeo  not  nein   bl-nkot 
criticism  or  the  proferrsd  alternetivo .     Vy  specific  crltlcUmn  of  the 
rn  olaewhero     nd.    In   f<«ct, 
-  3|ipOBC<1      ' 


"I 


12 


13 


■ 

i-  oonmotorlz  ,     The   percent  ch  ehoul  1 

\-'   toro. 

locument    la  hird    to  use.  I   hours  of  reading     nd 

flipping  rorth   to   find  doscriptlonr ,    ic  re  ages     nd  other 

Inform    t.  ;       .  cin*r    in    the    text      nd    t) 

pful    ( for  ex  -triple,    In  thi  ry    for 

■  ,ody  ..xtenaive  Recreation  Kan  gement     rea").      (Notei    I    fully  appreciate 
■id   pain   that  .roor,  into  producing  -i  document 
■,    If    it    in    to    be   wh    •    BL.    '»nd    the   public   must    live    by, 
[fort   must   bo  ex-  for   it!) 

*0Uld  be      pprecl   ted    if  there  were   finer  descriptions  of  | - 
-it   for  discrete,    enr-llei  outside   the 

r-flunfi  and  diverne.      ror 
.    include   sumrmries  of  how     Iterative   D  will    iff<?ct  Ratt] 

:in.    the   ^outh   fork   -nd  so  on.        he   ohoshone   forest 
lod   stind  rd   for   this   kind   of   bre   k-down, 
lthouch  you  could    .void  describing  so  m  ny  sub-   •  i 

e   J»0  and    in    Table  4  3  oeem  contradictory. 
Cn  piee  ^0   it   s  ys    'Iterative  me   is    'Item    tive 

respect   to  closinr  semiprimitive   1   nds    to  CKVs,    but    :    ble  ^3  s  ys 
5'.  ,200  ncres  will   be   closed.     Should    the   st   tement  under      Lten 
1    be   corrected   to  re  :d   "...would    be  clos<     ... 


Lee  Oudin/RMP  comments,    page  6 
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I  5.   Hopefully,  BLM  will  never  have  to  use  chemicals  for  grasshopper 
control  in  the  Cody  planning  area,   'evertheless .  the  RMP  should 
contain  some  language  about  insect  control  in  case  extreme  situations 
develop  in  the  future. 
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EIVED 
m M  12  AMD  ie 

ILM  CODf  R.A. 

July    1,     1988 

Mr.     B.    Rosa 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  518 

Cody,  WY   82414 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

Exxon  Company,  0,  S.  A.  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area.  Exxon  has  a  strong 
interest  in  the  planning  process  for  public  lands  because  many  of 
these  areas,  especially  in  the  long-productive  Bighorn  Basin,  have 
potential  for  additional  discoveries  and  production. 

Introduction 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (the  Plan)  for  its  consideration  of 
cil  and  gas  resources,  leasing  decisions,  and  other  provisions  for 
access  to  areas  with  known  potential.  In  general,  it  appears  to  us 
that  the  Bureau  has  done  a  commendable  job  of  inventorying  wildlife 
and  other  natural  values  and  resources  present  in  the  Cody  resource 
area.  Conversely,  we  have  questions  and  concerns  about  how  this 
inventory  was  integrated  with  the  proposed  management  direction,  and 
we  have  also  identified  areas  where  clarification  of  intent  needs  to 
be  made  by  the  Bureau.  Each  of  these  concerns  is  presented  below. 
These  comments  are  from  an  exploration  and  geophysical  perspective 
and  are  augmented  by  separately  submitted  comments  from  our 
production  division. 

Wildlife  stipulations 

With  respect  to  leasing  decisions,  we  are  deeply  disturbed  by  the 
draft  plan's  recommendations  for  wildlife  protection  stipulations. 
In  our  view  these  recommendations  are  excessively  restrictive  and 
are  not  reflective  of  the  Bureau's  long  and  wide-ranging  experience 
with  oil  and  gas  management  in  the  Cody  resource  area .  We  believe 
that  if  these  stipulations  are  implemented  in  their  present  form, 
they  will  have  a  dramatic  and  negative  impact  on  industry's  ability 
to  acquire  new  geophysical  information  and  to  drill  new  prospects. 

We  also  believe  that  the  proposed  wildlife  stipulations  are  in  need 
of  justification.  For  example,  we  are  concerned  about  the  need  for 
new  and  more  stringent  stipulations  based  on  the  information  in 
Chapter  3,  "Wildlife  Habitat"  and  Table  21,  "Big  Game  Populations", 
both  of  which  indicate  that  for  the  most  part,  wildlife  populations 
are  either  stable  or  increasing  under  current  Bureau  management.   In 
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Page  2 

another  example,  even  though  sage  grouse  populations  are 
acknowledged  to  be  significant  and  apparently  stable,  no  surface 
occupancy  and  seasonal  stipulations  are  proposed  for  use  on  nearly 
272,000  acres  in  areas  which  are  recognized  by  the  Bureau  to  have 
high  potential  for  oil  and  gas. 

Having  gained  extensive  experience  in  working  with  the  Bureau  on 
lands  in  other  parts  of  Wyoming,  we  have  learned  that  substantial 
modifications  can  be  made  to  surface  disturbance  prohibitions  and 
avoidance  requirements  without  detrimental  effects  to  wildlife.  For 
example,  a  one  mile  radius  NSO  restriction  for  sage  grouse  occupied 
nesting  habitat  and  strutting  areas  in  use  have  been  found  to  be 
effective.  Similarly,  a  one  mile  radius  for  avoidance  of  occupied 
raptor  nests  has  been  used  with  good  success.  We  encourage  the 
Bureeu  to  build  on  its  experience  with  oil  and  gas  and  wildlife 
management  so  that  it  can  incorporate  modifications  such  as  these 
examples. 

Leasing  Decisions 

In  our  view,  the  Bureau  should  re-examine  the  proposed  use  of  No 
Lease,  No  Surface  Occupancy,  and  Seasonal  leasing  stipulations  for 
their  range  of  effects  and  benefits  between  alternatives.  Our 
review  of  Maps  2  2  through  25,  "Oil  and  Gas  Fulltime  Restrictions", 
and  Maps  26  through  29,  "Oil  and  Gas  Seasonal  Restrictions"  and 
Table  3 ,  "Leasing  Restrictions"  indicates  a  narrow  range  between 
alternatives  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  stipulations  and  access.  If 
the  Plan  is  adopted  ns  proposed,  it  will  likely  result  in  a  decrease 
of  future  exploration  opportunities  for  the  Cody  resource  area . 
with  regard  to  benefits,  Tables  2  8  and  46,  "Effects  on  Wildlife 
Habitat" ,  and  Tables  29  and  47 ,  "Expected  Changes  in  Big  Game 
Populations,  indicate  a  similarly  narrow  range  of  improvements  which 
might  occur  due  in  part  to  the  proposed  leasing  stipulations. 

Here  again,  we  encourage  the  Bureau  to  build  on  it's  past  experience 
with  oil  and  gas  management  to  develop  an  appropriate  range  of 
leasing  and  access  opportunities  to  encourage  exploration.  In 
addition,  W«  sugn»»t  *hat  a  diacuffti.cn  b«  included  in  the  final  pl»n 
of  the  Bureau ' a  statutory  and  regulatory  provisions  for  stipulation 
waivers  and  staged  environmental  analysis  for  post-lease  oil  and  gas 
activities.  We  believe  such  a  discussion  will  be  helpful  to  the 
Bureau  because  it  enhances  the  Plan's  flexibility. 

Plan  Clarifications 

Several  areas  have  been  identified  where  clarification  of  Bureau 
intent  is  needed.  For  example,  "Scenic  Values"  on  page  10  mentions 
certain  "casual  use"  activities,  including  geophysical  exploration, 
which  would  be  prohibited  within  one  half  mile  of  rivers.  It  is  not 
clear  if  seismic  activities  are  included  in  this  prohibition  but  it 
is  our  firm  belief  that  it  should  be  exempt.  To  be  effective, 
geophysical  surveys  need  to  be  conducted  in  continuous  and  nearly 
straight  lines.  In  view  of  the  short  and  temporary  nature  of 
seismic  data  acquisition,  we  believe  hand  placement  of  recording 
equipment  in  riparian  areas  and  other  sensitive  areas  like 


Responses  to  Letter  87 


1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56. 

2.  It  would  be  misleading  to  compare  directly,  the  relationship  between 
oil  and  gas  leasing  restrictions  and  benefits  or  adverse  effects  to  wild- 
life (as  shown  on  tables  29  and  47).  Many  of  the  effects  to  wildlife 
are  the  result  of  a  long-term  trend  that  would  continue  for  the  next 
10  years,  regardless  of  the  level  of  restriction  placed  on  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development.  Oil  and  gas  exploration  and  develop- 
ment and  other  surface-disturbing  activities  pertain  only  to  some  of 
the  benefits  and  adverse  effects  to  wildlife. 

Please  see  appendix  K  of  this  document  for  discussion  of  statutory 
and  regulatory  provisions,  including  information  on  the  analyses  for 
post-lease  activities. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  56  and  response  to 
comment  1  of  letter  57. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  56. 

5.  The  reference  on  table  3  to  a  plan  amendment  for  stipulation  waiver 
is  incorrect.  We  have  modified  table  3  to  be  consistent  with  guidance 
for  the  waiver  of  standard  mitigation  guidelines,  as  described  in 
appendix  B. 

The  Director  of  BLM  has  resolved  two  protests  on  RMPs  involving 
the  BLM's  mineral  leasing  responsibility  in  areas  of  split  estate  lands. 
These  protests  are  discussed  in  BLM  Washington  Office  information 
bulletin  88-271 .  We  believe  that  the  resolution  of  these  protests  sup- 
ports our  position  on  split  estate  lands  in  this  RMP/EIS. 

6.  Site-specific  road  standards  for  use  in  the  Carter  Mountain  proposed 
ACEC  cannot  be  identified  at  this  time  and  would  not  be  appropriate 
for  inclusion  in  the  RMP  in  any  event.  Please  see  the  response  to 
comment  1  of  letter  22. 

NOTE:  Through  an  error  in  filing  and  numbering,  we  counted  one 
letter  twice.  The  letter  numbered  "88"  was  a  copy  of  an  earlier  letter 
to  which  responses  had  already  been  prepared.  The  error  was  dis- 
covered too  late  to  renumber  all  subsequent  letters. 
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Mr.  R.  Ross 
Pag*  3 

Iwi Idernesa  and  wilderness  study  areas,  la  fully  compatible  with 
othar  uaaa  and  valuaa.  Also,  on  page  36,  BUI  indicates  geophysical 
exploration  on  opsn  lands  would  be  subject  to  ORV  limitations  and 
restrictions.  We  believe  this  procedure  is  unnecessary  and 
redundant  because  current  permit  procedures  require  a  geophysical 
operator  to  submit  an  operating  plan  for  approval. 

On  pages  36  and  37,  "Leasable  Minerals,  Alternative  C",  reference  is 
made  to  "Oil  and  gas  reclamation  plans  would  be  prepared  to  improve 
reclamation  in  old  fields  throughout  the  planning  area  to  allow  for 
orderly  development  of  new  fields,  and  to  provide  for  reclamation  in 
sensitive  areas  such  as  habitat  areas  for  sharp-tailed  grouse  and 
habitat  for  big  game".  The  plan  is  not  clear  if  this  means  off-site 
mitigation  will  be  required  or  encouraged.  The  Bureau's  Intentions 
or  concerns  should  be  made  clear  in  the  final  plan. 

Table  3  on  page  87 ,  "Restrictions  on  Surface  Disturbance  In  Areas 
with  Oil  and  Gas  Potential" ,  needs  clarification  because  it  implies 
BLM  will  stipulate,  or  in  certain  cases,  oppose  leasing  of  split- 
estate  lands.  Note  4  of  Table  3  is  also  of  strong  concern  to  us 
because  it  affects  over  200,000  acres  in  the  Cody  resource  area.  It 
indicates  that  a  plan  amendment  will  be  required  for  waiver  of  No 
Surface  Occupancy  restrictions.  The  final  plan  should  clearly 
discuss  the  standards  and  guidelines  to  be  used  for  the  Bureau '  s 
stipulations  on  state  and  private  lands.  It  should  also  detail  the 
stipulation  waiver  and/or  plan  amendment  process  the  Bureau  intends 
to  use. 

Our  final  concern  is  with  the  Plan's  proposal  to  designate  portions 
of  Carter  Mountain  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern, 
particularly  with  the  Plan 's  proposal  to  prohibit  oil  and  gas 
activities  on  slopes  of  greater  than  seven  percent.  BLM  readily 
acknowledges  this  area  to  have  high  oil  and  gas  potential  and  that 
it  is  open  to  leasing,  but  the  seven  percent  slope  disturbance 
prohibition  severely  limits  access.  We  believe  operators  and  the 
BLM  can  probably  work  out  access  and  drilling  opportunities  so  that 
the  stated  environmental  concerns  can  be  protected.  The  final  Plan 
should  acknowledge  this  oossibilitv  in  terms  of  road  standards  to  b<* 
used. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  your  consideration  of 
our  views.  Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  Mr.  Fernando  Blackgoat 
of  my  staff  at  (303)  792-7488  if  we  can  provide  more  information  or 
if  you  have  any  questions  about  the  comments  above. 


Sincerely, 


FB/LBW 


Benitez,  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Director 
Oden,  WY  BLM  State  Director 


Distribution  list  for  Cody  RMP  letter: 

c:  T.  E.  Alford 

S .  Curran-Wescott 

C.  H.  Dunbar 

S.  W.  Kothmann 

R.  K.  McClure 

G.  A.  Sayre 


Response  to  Letter  88 

1.     Because  of  a  numbering  error,  we  do  not  have  a  letter  number  88. 
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Dear  Mr.    Ross, 

ncerned  about  wnat  I  have  rend   in  rcr.*>rd   ■ 

■nt'a  Cody  Resource  M«n*frenent  J La     -  .  iTTrct 

land    in    *<rcnteT  Tel  low 

>t   feel    tnts    land   should  be  exploited   for  oil   and   ens 
develops       .  .    grating,    riflrvrttnr  or   tiabfli 

Careful  consideration  should  be  given  to  nroner  thii 

w.^rd   orotedlnr   and  preserving    It,   aUowtnr  only    those 
usei    m   *eeplnr  yl»h    this  roil. 


Sincerely, 


Jt 


//Vrs.    .lean  Voor 


Response  to  Letter  89 

1    Please  see  general  response  5. 
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June  29,  1968 


6SS- 7*36 


Hr.  Bob  Ross 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Manage me nt 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  318 

Cody,  WY  82414 

Dear  Hr.  Rosa: 

While  my  husband  and  I  live   in  Fort  Lauderdale,  w«  spend 

i  every  summer  In  Montana  and  Wyoming.   We  have  also 
thought  of  buying  property  out  In  the 

spend  a  lot  of  time  hiking,  camping  and  horseback  riding  there, 
and  we  are  f ami 1 1 arwlth  much  of  the  area,  Including  many  of 
the  wilderness  areas. 

A's:  a  member  of  the  Crcater  Yellowstone  Coalition,  we  are  con- 
cerned h  ire    of  this  special  area.   We  understand 
that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  released  a  draft  management 
plan  and  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  eastern  flank  of  the 
Yellowstone  area. 

We  oppose  any  oil  and  gas  leasing  or  development  In  this  irreplaceable 
area.   This  should  be  prohibited.   Livestock  should  be  carefully 
managed  where  appropriate,  and  ORV  use  should  not  be  extended 
beyond  existing  roads.   The  Clark's  Fork  Canyon  should  be  designated 
as  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area  and  an  ACEC.   The  degradation  of 
wetlands  from  livestock  overuse  should  be  corn 

Ve  ry  truly  yours* 

MARY  ELLEN  SHOEKA' 
MES:hb 


Response  to  Letter  90 


1.  Please  see  general  responses  3  and  5. 


201 


91 


EWEL 

m  M  "6    w  D  40 

•LMCODrw.4. 


4004  Night  Heron  Court 
Waldorf,  Maryland  20601 
June  26,  1988 


Bob  Roa»,  Team  Loader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Reiource  ore  a 
Post  Office  Box  S16 
Cody,  Wyoming  B2414 


Dear  Mr.  Rots, 


I  am  deeply  concerned  that  the  BLM's  resource  management  plan 
for  tho  Cody  Resource  Area  will  open  the  area  to  oil  and  gas  development. 
The  pressures  already  exerted  on  the  land  by  livestock  grazing  and 
off-road  vehicles  is  inflicting  damage  on  a  precious  resource  and  1 
hope  you  will  find  ways  to  bettor  protoct  it  from  such  intrusions. 

Off-road  vehicles  are  not  entitled  to  the  same  freedoms  as 
are  pronghorns  and  other  creatures  native  to  the  habitat,  and  they 
ought  to  be  soverely  restricted  if  not  prohibited  altogether.   With 
the  nation's  appetite  for  beef  declining  yearly,  it  seems  a  resource 
management  plan  should  consider  reducing  cattle-grazing  considerably. 

Please  consider  these  objections  to  the  proposed  plan  and, 
in  tho  final  draft,   propose  a  more  resourceful  use  of  the  land  in  the 
Cody  Resource  Area. 

With  best  wishes,  I  am 


Mary  Ziegenhagen 


Response  to  Letter  91 

1.     Please  see  general  response  5 
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5  32  Daniel  Ave. 
Decatur,  Ga.   30032 
27  June  19P.P 


f€CEIVE0 

I  JUL  -6    AM  D  US 

MMXuH^Rolbss,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Resrouce  Area 
P.O.  Box  51^ 
Cody  rfY   8241-1 

I  am  a  displaced  westerner  who  returns  every  year  to 
Montana  and  Wyoming  to  enjoy  our  beautiful  unspoiled  land. 
But  this  land  belongs  to  all  of  us,  not  just  to  those  who 
have  lived  there. 

I  write  because  I  want  the  best  new  plan  for  the  management 
of  the  land  adjoining  the  eastern  boundaries  of  the  whole  Yellow- 
stone area. 

This  is  our  real  last  chance  to  preserve  this  land  for 
the  future  -  for  all  our  descendants.   And  we  should  do  so 
now,  and  not  endanger  this  land  by  inappropriate  kJnds  of 
development. 

In  making  a  final  plan,  I  urge  that  oil  and  gas  development 
be  completely  ruled  out,  that  overgrazing  be  strictly  controlled 
and  Segfcifcrfrfen,  that  ORV  use  be  disallowed.   Special  protection 
should  be  given  to  the  remarkable  Clarks  Fork  Canyon  also. 

This  is  our  opportunity.   Let  us  make  use  of  it  -  for  all 
of  us  today  -  and  for  the  future. 

Thanks  for  your  attention,  and  may  the  hearing  go  w<*ll 
for  all  of  us  who  have  the  long  view. 


Elizlbeth  Stevenson 


Response  to  Letter  92 

1.  Please  see  general  responses  3  and  5. 
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Draft  RMP/EIS 
Cody  Resource  Area 


Mr.  Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 
P.O.  Box  518 
Cody,  WY    82»l» 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

Chevron  U.S.A.  commends  your  agency  (or  doing  a  thorough  job  on  your  Cody  draft 
RMP/EIS.  However,  we  have  serious  concerns  regarding  your  wildlife  restrictions  and  off- 
site  mitigation  discussions  as  explained  below. 

Chevron  is  convinced  that  many  of  the  proposed  wildlife  restrictions  for  oil  and  gas  leases 
are  unwarranted  and  excessive.  For  example,  you  have  proposed  a  year-round  NSO 
restriction  within  a  2h  mile  radius  of  bald  eagle  nests.  We  believe  the  year-round 
prohibition  is  excessive  because  a  seasonal  restriction  could  protect  the  birds  while  the 
nests  are  occupied  and  a  surface  disturbance  stipulation  could  protect  the  nests  while  not 
occupied,  while  at  the  same  time  permit  other  uses  of  those  areas.  In  addition,  we  believe 
the  2*  mile  radius  is  unwarranted. 

Chevron  bases  these  beliefs  in  part  on  the  Interagency  Rocky  Mountain  Front  Wildlife 
guidelines  published  in  September,  1987  by  the  BLM,  Forest  Service,  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Service,  and  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks.  These  guidelines  state 
that  for  endangered,  threatened,  or  special  interest  or  concern  raptors,  human 
disturbances  should  be  avoided  during  sensitive  nesting  phases  but  these  raptors  nesting 
habitats  do  not  require  a  year-round  NSO. 

These  guidelines  further  state  that  for  an  activity  such  as  road  building  during  nesting 
season,  a  1/2  to  1  mile  buffer  zone  is  recommended.  We  believe  that  an  activity  such  as 
road  building  is  as  disruptive,  if  not  more  disruptive,  than  any  other  oil  or  gas  related 
activity  we  might  be  engaged  in.  Therefore,  we  believe  that,  during  nesting  season,  a 
1/2  to  I  mile  radius  is  the  maximum  that  would  be  necessary  for  oil  and  gas  activities. 

Chevron  requests  that  you  change  the  bald  eagle  restriction  from  year-round  to  seasonal, 
and  reduce  the  radius  of  the  protective  zone  from  2S  miles  to  1/2  to  I  mile. 

Your  proposal  would  also  create  a  year-round  NSO  on  the  peregrine  falcon's  recovery 
habitat.  For  the  same  reasons  stated  in  the  second  paragraph  above,  we  request  that  this 
year-round  restriction  be  changed  to  a  seasonal  restriction. 

The  sage  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  restrictions  propose  a  2h  mile  protective  radius  from  the 
nesting  areas.  We  believe  a  1/2  to  I  mile  protective  radius  is  sufficient,  in  conformity 
with  our  bald  eagle  recommendation. 


Northern   Region-    Exploration.    Land  and  Production 


Responses  to  Letter  93 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  56. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  56  and  response  to 
comment  5  of  letter  58. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  11  of  letter  56. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  56. 

6      Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  22. 

7.     Please  see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  56  and  response  to 
comment  5  of  letter  58 
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June  30,  1988 
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When  the  grouse  are  strutting,  your  proposal  would  impose  a  l/<i  mile  seasonal  protection 
zone.  We  question  the  necessity  to  prohibit  activities  2k  hours  a  day  during  the  strutting 
periods,  and  request  that  this  be  changed  to  prohibit  activities  only  during  those  periods  of 
the  day  when  the  grouse  are  actually  strutting. 

The  black-footed  ferret  proposed  management  guidelines  under  Alternative  C  are 
unnecessarily  prohibitive,  because  they  would  preclude  all  surface  disturbance  activity 
within  the  recovery  habitat.  We  request  that  you  change  these  guidelines  so  that  they 
conform  with  Alternative  A,  whereby  the  permittee  would  be  allowed  to  modify  his 
activities  as  necessary  to  ensure  the  protection  of  the  ferret  or  its  habitat. 

Chevron  is  also  greatly  disturbed  by  the  draft's  numerous  references  to  off-site  mitigation 
measures  (for  example,  within  the  text  on  ACECs  and  wildlife  habitat  areas).  We  do  not 
believe  that  off-site  mitigation  is  justifiable,  unless  it  is  directly  related  to  the  company's 
site  specific  project.  To  require  companies  to  do  off-site  mitigation  is  unfair  to  industry, 
because  the  oil  and  gas  industry  has  been  singled  out  for  these  types  of  requirements.  In 
addition,  such  requirements  could  make  the  BLM  and  the  oil  industry  look  very  bad.  If  a 
party  wanted  to  charge  that  the  BLM  was  requiring  some  sort  of  off-site  mitigation 
commitment  before  it  approved  a  project,  such  an  action  could  be  interpreted  as  bribery. 

I  Another  disturbing  aspect  of  your  draft  RMP/EIS  is  the  implication  in  several  places  that 
directional  drilling  can  always  be  used  in  areas  where  no  surface  occupancy  is  allowed. 
This  is  simply  not  true  --  directional  drilling  can  only  be  used  when  certain  geologic 
conditions  are  present.  In  addition,  the  magnification  of  drilling  costs  by  a  factor  of  2,  3, 
or  *  is  extremely  burdensome  and  can  very  quickly  turn  a  well  prospect  with  a  reasonable 
risk  of  success  into  an  uneconomic  prospect. 

I  We  are  baffled  why  your  proposal  would  prohibit  geophysical  work  in  NSO  areas.  We  do 
not  believe  such  a  restriction  can  be  justified.  There  are  many  seismic  techniques 
available  that  do  not  damage  surface  resources. 

Regarding  the  proposed  Carter  Mountain  ACEC,  we  do  not  believe  that  a  prohibition  on 
surface-disturbing  activities  (or  slopes  in  excess  of  7%  is  reasonable.  We  believe  we 
should  be  allowed  the  opportunity  to  operate  on  slopes  steeper  than  7%  as  long  as  we  can 
prove  to  you  that  we  can  do  so  in  a  safe  and  environmentally  sensitive  manner. 

Finally,    in    the    proposed    Chapman    Bench    ACEC    there    is   a    5%    threshold    of 
disturbance.     We  are  not  clear  as  to  how  this  would  apply,  but  would  strongly  oppose  this 
concept  jf  we  were  required  to  reclaim  old  disturbed  sites  which  have  no  relation  to  our 
proposed    activities    in    order    to   get    our    APD    approved.      Oil  h    olf-site 

mitigation  is  extremely  objectionable. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  comments. 
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June  29, 

1986 

Mr .  Bob  Robs 

Cody  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  S18 

1714  Stampede  Avenue 

Cody,  WY   82214 

File:   NWA-405-031 

Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

Amoco  Production  Company,  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of 
Amoco  Corporation,  is  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of 
exploring  for  and  developing  oil  and  gas  resources.   We 
have  extensive  operations  and  a  substantial  leasehold 
position  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Cody  Resource  Area, 
and  as  a  result,  have  great  interest  in  the  subject  draft 
management  plan  and  EIS.   Amoco  appreciates  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  both  the  plan  and  the  EIS. 

In  reviewing  the  plan,  the  BLM  appears  to  be  dismissing 
future  potential  recoverability  of  many  of  the  older 
fields  existing  in  the  Cody  Resource  Area.   Consequently, 
oil  and  gas  activity  is  being  de-emphasized  in  favor  of 
other  management  objectives,  particularly  wildlife.   If 
this  is  occurring  because  of  the  assumption  that  oil  and 
gas  fields  are  depleting  and  will  be  abandoned  in  the  very 
near  future,  this  misconception  must  be  corrected.   It 
should  be  pointed  out  that  companies  such  as  Amoco  are 
currently  evaluating  enhanced  oil  recovery  techniques  to 
extend  the  life  of  older  fields.   The  use  of  carbon 
dioxide  injection  is  just  one  example  of  the  new  technol- 
ogies being  developed.   Its  application  is  currently 
being  evaluated  for  our  Elk  Basin  field.   Our  concern 
with  this  plan  is  that  future  options  of  implementing 
new  and  advanced  technology  to  recover  additional  oil 
and/or  gas  may  be  precluded  by  some  of  the  management 
guidelines  contained  in  the  plan. 


Responses  to  Letter  94 


1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56  and  response  to 
comment  5  of  letter  58. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  56. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  56. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  56 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  11  of  letter  56. 

6.  Please  see  appendix  K  of  this  document 
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Several  areas  of  concern  pertaining  to  wildlife  management 
support  the  contention  that  oil  and  gas  activities  will  be 
constrained  by  the  plan.   For  example,  the  plan  is  pro- 
posing a  year-round  no  surface  occupancy  restriction 
within  two  and  one-half  miles  of  active  bald  eagle  nests 
unless  effects  on  habitat  can  be  mitigated.   Amoco  has 
several  concerns  with  this  proposal.   First,  we  cannot 
identify  any  technical  justification  either  in  the  docu- 
ment or  current  literature  that  supports  a  two  and  one- 
half  mile  buffer  as  being  an  accepted  guideline  for 
ensuring  habitat  values  for  bald  eagles.   Secondly,  the 
BLM  has  issued  statewide  guidelines  for  bald  eagle  nests 
using  seasonal  occupancy  guidelines.   Consequently,  Amoco 
recommends  that  the  Cody  RMP  utilize  seasonal  restrictions 
rather  than  the  2-1/2  mile  boundary  limitation  for  the 
protection  of  habitat  values  associated  with  bald  eagle 
nests . 

Similar  concerns  exist  relative  to  the  management  of  sage 
and  sharp-tailed  grouse  nesting  habitat.   Amoco  recognizes 
wildlife  as  a  resource  requiring  integration  with  other 
considerations  evaluated  as  part  of  the  planning  process. 
However,  restrictive  guidelines  for  sage  grouse  must  be 
designed  to  allow  for  flexibility  in  the  form  of  excep- 
tions when  such  action  is  warranted.   For  example,  there 
are  situations  where  oil  and  gas  operations  have  actually 
made  certain  areas  better  habitat  quality  than  what  pre- 
viously existed.   An  example  would  be  cases  when  common 
pipeline  corridors  are  occupied  by  sage  grouse  following 
reclamation.   This  example  makes  it  clear  that  procedures 
for  exceptions  to  the  restrictions  for  setbacks  and  sea- 
sonal occupancy  be  outlined  in  the  final  planning  document. 
This  will  be  especially  critical  when  areas  of  our  operations 
become  occupied  because  reclamation  practices  have  enhanced 
the  habitat  value  for  sage  grouse. 

Amoco  is  further  concerned  about  the  impact  these  guidelines 
would  have  on  our  operations  in  the  Big  Horn  Basin,  particu- 
larly in  the  Elk  Basin  field.   The  field  has  produced  since 
the  early  1900's  and,  as  mentioned  before,  is  being  evaluated 
for  enhanced  oil  recovery  utilizing  carbon  dioxide.   The 
current  habitat  value  of  the  present  sage  grouse  area  in 
the  Elk  Basin  field  can  be  best  exemplified  by  the  fact 
that  despite  the  existence  of  hundreds  of  wells,  miles  of 
access  roads  and  production  facilities  within  the  field, 
a  large  portion  of  the  area  is  still  classified  as  grouse 
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habitat.   The  draft  plan  does  not  include  any  references 
that  sage  grouse  numbers  and  habitat  are  declining  to 

.  changes  in  past  management  practices.   Conseguently, 
Amoco  objects  to  the  guidelines  for  sage  grouse  habitat 
management  (i.e.,  prohibition  on  new  surface  disturbance 
when  that  disturbance  will  exceed  10  percent  of  the  habitat 
aiea)  for  several  reasons.   First,  the  10  percent  threshold 
limit  possesses  the  potential  to  conflict  with  the  terms 
of  existing  leases  and  the  unit  agreements.   Secondly, 
while  we  recognize  that  offsite  mitigation  is  offered  as 
an  alternative,  nothing  is  offered  on  details  about  what 
offsite  mitigation  is  available  or  whether  offsite  mitiga- 
tion is  a  workable  solution.   Third,  there  is  a  lack  of 
quantitative  data  on  how  the  10  percent  threshold  limit  is 
determined  and  what  factors  were  used  to  conclude  that 
9  percent  of  the  current  sage  grouse  habitat  is  already 
impacted  by  operations  in  the  Elk  Basin  Field.   Fourth,  we 
question  whether  the  application  of  a  threshold  limit  can 
be  imposed  when  considering  the  large  amount  of  privately 
owned  surface  and  minerals  in  the  Elk  Basin  Field.   In 
these  cases,  BLM  wildlife  management  would  be  precluded 
on  private  lands,  thus  making  the  policy  unenforceable. 
Amoco  therefore,  recommends  the  10  percent  threshold  limit 
be  removed  from  consideration  in  the  final  planning  docu- 
ment due  to  the  question  of  appropriateness  relative  to 
lease/unit  terms,  lack  of  technical  justification  and 
enforceabi 1 lty . 

Another  area  where  a  restrictive  approach  is  being  uti- 
lized can  be  found  in  association  with  black-footed 
ferret  habitat  recovery  areas.   The  alternatives  vary 
depending  on  the  level  of  ferret  habitat,  howeve : 
proposal  is  too  restrictive  concerning  essential  recovery 
habitat  areas.   Essential  recovery  habitat  areas  should 
be  managed  and  leased  pursuant  to  guidelines  found  in 
the  high  value,  moderate  and  low  value  areas  presented 
for  each  of  the  alternatives.   In  high  value,  moderate, 
and  low  value  habitat,  field  reviews  are  conducted  to 
determine  the  existence  of  the  species.   The  basis  for 
allowing  or  disallowing  activity  should  be  based  on  the 
actual  existence  of  the  species,  not  that  essential  value 
habitat  exists  which  may  contain  ferrets.   Changes  in  this 
policy  will  result  in  more  flexibility  in  addressing  the 
actual  needs  of  the  species  while  still  allowing  multiple 
use . 
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A  program  for  peregrine  falcon  recovery  in  the  plan  is 
too  severe  relative  to  oil  and  gas  activity.   A  preferred 
approach  would  be  to  allow  for  seasonal  occupancy  restric- 
tions on  recovery  habitat  so  oil  and  gas  activity  can 
proceed  if  the  areas  are  not  being  used  by  the  peregrine 
falcon  which  are  seasonal  visitors  to  the  area. 


The  plan  also  proposes  that  certain  areas  would  be  closed 
to  geophysical  exploration.   It  appears  this  approach 
would  be  facilitated  by  the  use  of  a  no  surface  occupancy 
restriction.   The  planning  document  gives  no  justification 
for  why  this  recommendation  is  being  pursued.   It  should 
be  stressed  that  geophysical  related  surface  disturbances 
cause  very  little  impacts  depending  on  the  method  used. 
With  this  as  a  basis,  the  need  for  complete  closure  of 
certain  lands  to  geophysical  operations  is  not  appropriate. 
This  is  especially  true  when  justification  is  lacking  as 
to  the  specific  concerns  BLM  is  attempting  to  address. 
Amoco  recommends  this  proposal  be  eliminated  in  the  final 
plan. 

Another  disturbing  trend  identified  in  the  plan  is  the 
continued  reference  to  directional  drilling  for  areas 
where  no  surface  occupancy  or  restrictive  surface  use 
guidelines  are  given.   While  directional  drilling  may  be 
feasible,  it  must  be  based  on  both  geologic  feasibility 
and  economics.   To  assume  it  is  appropriate  to  justify 
restrictive  surface  use  occupancy  just  because  direc- 
tional drilling  technology  exists  reflects  a  misunder- 
standing of  its  application.   Consequently,  we  ask  BLM 
to  carefully  reconsider  using  directional  drilling  as 
justification  for  restrictive  lease  stipulations  and 
guidelines . 

In  reviewing  the  draft  management  plan  we  cannot  identify 
any  discussion  concerning  a  generic  presentation  on  oil 
and  gas  activities.   The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  requires  that  reasonably  foreseeable  impacts  be 
included  in  environmental  impact  statements.   While  we  do 
not  suggest  that  field  development  be  representated  by 

of  specific  wells  to  be  drilled,  we  do  feel  that 
information  based  on  historical  data  can  be  utilized  to 
give  some  type  of  idea  about  what  types  of  oil  and  gas 

Ties  may  occur  once  the  plan  is  implemented.   One 
example  of  an  acceptable  format  found  in  a  previous  BLM 
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Mr .  Bob  Robs 
June  29, - 1968 
Page  S 


document  was  identified  in  the  Pmedale  resource  manage- 
ment plan  labeled  Exhibit  3-c.   If  the  Cody  Resource  Area 
intends  to  utilize  this  planning  document  to  lease  and 
approve  future  operational  activities,  it  is  imperative 
that  some  sort  of  discussion  on  generic  oil  and  gas  activ- 
ities be  presented  similar  to  the  appendix  presented  m 
inedale  Resource  Management  Plan. 

In  conclusion,  we  believe  the  BLM  has  not  considered  the 
viability  of  enhanced  oil  recovery  in  its  future  manage- 
ment plans  presented  in  the  draft  management  plan.   This 
is  evident  by  the  restrictive  management  proposals,  espe- 
cially for  wildlife,  contained  in  the  plan.   As  is  pre- 
sented, Amoco  cannot  endorse  any  of  the  alternatives  un1  I  I 
such  time  as  our  recommendations  are  considered  for 
incorporation  into  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Cody  Resource  Area. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  comments. 


yj^.d^ 


DRB  lmm  mini 
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ftfCEiV'EL 
B8  JUL  -8    AH  tt  ^J* 
BLM  CODY  R.A. 


'■<*■  ,»^ 

TATE  OF  WYOMING 
E  Of  THE  GOVERNOR 

CHEYENNE  82002 


July  6,  1988 


Mr.  Bob  Ross 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  518 

Cody,  WY  82414 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 


1| 


We  received  the  attached  comments  from  the  Wyoming  State 
Land  Office  late,  and  are  forwarding  them  to.  you.  We  appreciate 
any  consideration  you  would  give  to  the  issues  raised.  Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 


Alan  Edwards 

Natural  Resource  Analyst 


AE:s] 
Attachment 


Response  to  Letter  95 


1.    Thank  you  for  the  new  information. 
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TO; 
FROM 


MEMORANDUM 

Alan  Edwards,  Natural  Resource  Analyst 
Paul  Cleary,  Deputy  Commission  "<Yc!-''*^ 

RE:  Cody  Resource  Management  Plan  -  Draft  ELS 

DATE:        July  5,  1988 


I  have  just  recently  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Cody  RMP.  I  note 
that  two  of  the  proposed  ACECs-Carter  Mountain  and  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  - 
contain  state  surface  and/or  mineral  ownership  interests  within  their  exterior 
boundaries.  We  have  consistently  taken  the  position  that  state  lands  and  minerals  cannot 
be  included  in  special  designation  areas  (e.g.,  wilderness  areas,  AC  EC's  etc.)  if  such 
designation  will  in  any  way  constrain  the  management  and  use  of  the  state  land  and 
minerals  involved.  Ii  appears  to  me  that  this  may  be  the  case  in  both  the  Carter 
Mountain  and  Sheep  Mountain  ACEC's.  If  so,  we  will  insist  that  the  BLM  acquire  the 
state  ownership  interests  via  an  exchange  satisfactory  to  the  Board  of  Land 
Commissioners. 

In  reviewing  the  ACEC  maps,  and  comparing  them  to  our  plat  books,  it  also 
appears  that  there  are  mistakes  on  Map  31  and  Map  36.  I'd  ask  that  the  BLM  review 
these  maps  and  make  the  necessary  corrections  to  display  all  state  land  and  mineral 
ownership  interests  in  the  Carter  Mountain  ACEC  on  Map  31  and  remove  the  "mineral 
claim"  indication  from  the  state  section  included  in  the  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  ACEC 
on  Map  36. 

Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  Board  of  Land  Commissioner's  state  land 
management  policy  statement  as  approved  at  the  May  5,  1988  Board  meeting.  Please  let 
me  know  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments. 


PC-.bhg 


- 1890  ■  "One  Hundred  Years  ol  Serving  the  Stale  Lond  trust"  - 1990  - 


Response  to  Letter  96 

1  The  BLM  does  not  intend  to  constrain  the  management  or  use  of  state 
lands  and  minerals  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  the  error  on  map 
36.  The  map  has  been  modified  and  reprinted  in  this  document 
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I  am  very  much  analnst  the  release  of  any  areas  that  are  ACEC's  or 
designated  outstanding  natural  areas  -  to  oil  &  or  gas  ORV  vehicles  -  Being 
part  of  the  oil  industry  1  know  what  happens  to  land  once  oil  companies  come 


Please  protect  these  areas  there  are  too  few  left  in  the 
Very  Sincerely 


Response  to  Letter  97 


1.    Please  see  general  response  4. 
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THOMAS    H-    UIANCKO 

P.    0.     BOX    4i0 

TITON  VILLAGE,  WYOMING  83025 

(307)  Mi  4- .  m 

June  30,  1988 

Bob  Ron  Team  Loader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cody  Kfiource  Area 
Cody,  Wyoming 

Dear  Mr  Ron, 

We  are  writing  because  wo  ara  concerned  about  tha  draft  Cody  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  tha  Environmental  Impact  Satumont.   We  feel  that  tha  Cody 
Resource  Araa  la  unique  and  that  tha  plan  docs  not  cover  tha  daforvad 
protection  of  tha  many  special  features. 


Tha  area  la  in  a  haven  for  many  animals  and  birds  and  pla 
may  be  doomed  to  extinction  if  this  refuge  Is  destroyed. 


of 


The  economy  of  Wyoming  is  dependant  on  adequate  recreational  areas.   The 
visitors  come  to  enjoy  the  Cody  Resource  Area  as  It  is  now  -  not  as  it  might 
be  without  the  benefit  of  a  stronger  management  plan. 

The  mountains  and  the  rivers  and  Interesting  geological  sites  are 
certainly  worthy  of  careful  planning.   Wa  hope  that  one  day  our  children  and 
grandchildren  will  be  able  to  enjoy  the  Cody  Resource  Aroa  as  we  know  it. 


/s/  Mr  and  Mrs  Thomas  Wla 


Response  to  Letter  98 


1      Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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RECEIVED 
1988  JUL  -6'r«i'0 
BLM  CODr  R.A. 


June  30,  1988 


Bob  Ross,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cocy  Resource  Area 
PO  Box  518 
Cody,  WY   82414 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

I  oppose  the  ill-conceived  plan  for  the  Cody  Resource  Area. 
I  approve  of  protecting  the  area  environmentally. 

Please,  protect  the  habitat  for  rare,  threatened  and 
endangered  species  such  as  peregrine  falcons  and  wintering  and 
nesting  bald  eagles. 

Please,  protect  the  last  remaining  refuge  for  the  endangered 
blackfooted  ferret. 

The  terrific  archaeological  area  needs  protection  from  over 
exposure  by  too  numerous  roads. 

BLM  and  adjacent  Shoshone  Forest  plan  to  overharvest  timber 
in  the  Rattlesnake  Mountain  area,  important  to  wintering  elk, 
needs  careful  reconsideration. 

The  mouth  of  the  Clarks  Fork  Canyon,  which  has  been  proposed 

for  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  designation  by  the  Forest  Service  and 

is  strongly  supported  by  the  conservation  community  needs  your 
reconsideration  also. 

Please,  help  our  future  generations  enjoy  what  we  now  enjoy. 

Sincerely  yours, 


J^_CC^^ 


Sandra   C.    Cahill 


Response  to  Letter  99 


1.     Please  see  general  responses  3  and  5. 
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Box  3005 

Jackson,  WY   83001 

June  30,  1 98ft 


RECEI\ 
1388  JUL  -B    IUDU 

BLHC001  R.A 

Bob  Ross 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cody  Resourc- 

P.O.  Box  518 

Cody,  WY   82414 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 


I  have  several  concerns  about  the  Draft  Cody  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  release: 
March. 

Firstly,  I  am  concerned  that  98.7%  of  the  lands  in  the  Cody 
Resource  area  are  proposed  for  oil  and  gas  development 
despite  the  fact  that  much  of  the  area  is  important  habitat 
for  a  variety  of  rare,  threatened  or  endangered  species  such 
as  peregrine  falcons,  bald  eagles,  mountain  plovers,  long- 
billed  curlews,  Swainson's  and  ferruginous  hawks.   In  addition, 
this  area  remains  the  last  known  refuge  for  the  black-fo  • 
ferret  and  continues  to  provide  important  habitat  for  *  I 
fowl  and  ungulates.   Oil  and  gas  development  will  degrade 
important  habitats  and  the  public  values  they  represent.   Oil 
and  gas  development  is  incompatible  with  these  public  values. 

Second,  I  am  concerned  that  the  ORV  use  will  also  have  a 
harmful  effect  on  these  important  habitats.   Apparently  there 
is  no  assurance  that  the  effect  of  ORVs  on  this  country  will 
be  managed  sufficiently  to  protect  the  resource. 

Third,  please  ensure  that  the  mouth  of  Clarks  Fork  Canyon 
is  protected  by  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  as  proposed  by 
the  Forest  Service,  or  at  least  designated  as  an  Outstanding 
Natural  Area   and  an  ACEC. 


iry,  the  proposed  Plan  does  not  adequately  protect 
the  public  values  of  the  Cody  Resource  Area.   Your  charge 
is  to  protect  public  values.   Please  change  the  Plan  to 
dc-emphasize  oil  and  gas  and  ORV  use  and  emphasize  wildlife 
habitat  protection. 

Sincerely, 


Response  to  Letter  100 


1,     Please  see  general  responses  3  and  5 
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29  JUNE  1988 


RECEIVED 
»  JUL  -6    Ml  D  U6 
|LM  COO*  R-A- 


BOB  ROSS,    TEAK   LEADER 
BUREAU  OF    LAND  MANAGEMENT 
CODY    RESOURCE  AREA 
P.O.   BOX  518 

cody,  it    82WK 

DEAR  SIR 

REFERENCE i      DRAFT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  FLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR  THE  CODY   RESOURCE  AHi> 

1  ACREE  THAT  THE  i-ERFERRED  ALTERNATIVE  D   IS   THE  BEST 
ALTERNATIVE  WITH  THE  FOLLOWING  EXCEPTIONS. 

.HOULD  BE  LIMITED  TO  ROADS   IN  THE  SHEEP  MOUNTAIN 
ANTICLIKE  PROPOSED  ACEC.      RECREATION  KVHUCBHM1   SHOULD  NOT 

LIVELY    MANAGED.         3Y    LIMITING  ORVS   AND   UK 
RECREATION    IN   THE  AREA      WILL  PROTECT      THE  AREA    ENVIRONMENT. 

......  amu 


HARRY   E  WILSON 

2120  N  CALL0. 

BREMERTON,    WA      98J12-2908 


Response  to  Letter  101 


1.     Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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R£C 

HW  JUL  12    AMD  17 

Bob   Roes,    tea    leader       a.  ..  -,__     _ 
Bureau  of   Land   «..„.,.«,  Jt-M  COD  I  n  A. 


Sl.rlh,    Irani 

Chalraan.    u„tl»n.l    DlBti    A.lvleory   Co 

y>o  i.  nth 

Wi.rl.nd,    WT      82*01 
Jul*    8.    1988 


4 
5 


Cody 

P.O.    Boi   Mo 
Cody    VT    82.14 

Deer   Bob, 

This    ItlUl   "111    iim    ••    ay    personsi    coaaents    aa    chal  run    of    tha  Vorlend    DllCrld 
BLM  Multiple   Um  Advisory   Council    on   tha   DI1S   for   tha   Cody   Resource   Araa   RMP. 

Although   I   acknowledge   thara  vara   eoaa   tlaa   conelderatlone   and   conitrslnts   with 
vout   taaa  coaoletlng   tha  document,    and  although    I    likewise   applaud  you   and   your   taaa 
lor  working  hard  on  thla  atody   (and   for  having  tha  dubloua  honor  of  coaplllng  tha  »ary 
laat   AMP  DIIS    In    tha  ant  Ira   BLM  natvorkl),    I    find   It   ovarall    to  ba   vary   dla  appoint  In, . 
Tha  Cody   BMP  daflnltaly    laana   pro-J.valopa.nt    (aa    la    unforcunaataly   too  oftan   tha   bant 
of    tha   BLK)    tharaby  pracludlng   tha  .ultlpla-ua.   alaalon   undar  which   your   sgancy    la 
auppoaadly    operating. 

I    find   tha   RMP  oatanalbly    lacking   In   altamatlva   eansgeaent   schemes.      It   uaai    tha 
four  offarad   ara  naarly    Identical    and   all   ara  pro-devalopaant .      I    clca   tha  oll/gse 
laaalng  phlloaophy   (ranging   froa  99.5   to   100   I   of    tha   whola    reeauree   araa),    alallar 
tlabar  aanagaaant   alternetlvee.    and    Identical   altematlvea   for   cultural,   cave,    and 
riparian   raaourcaa  aa   evidence  of    thla   data,   which  aaally   could   violate  NEPA  atandarda 
regulating   a  balanced   range  of   aenagewant   option.. 

Speaking    of   oll/gaa    laaeln..    1    find    It    unacceptable    rh.r    the    entire     .    - 
recoaaeaded   for  continued    laaalng: 

1.)   Bacauie   of    their   unique   a'enle   and  wildlife   habitat   valuee.    Little  Mountain. 

Sheep   Mountain,    five   Springe   Fella   area,    and   tha   BLM   land   adjacent    to   tha   Clark'a 
Fork    Canyon   ehould  ba   closed-leeelng  .ltogether.      Thla   option  .hould  be   aore 
actively    considered. 
2.)    Kacoanandad   ACEC'a.    Ilka     artar  Mountain,   etc.,   would  be    Inadequately   protected 
In   the  event   af   alner.l   .itlvlty  and/or  ORV  uae    ( trenal.tlon :    "abu.e").      It   aeeaa 
In  auch   adalttedly   aen.lt:ve   area,    there   should   ba   mora  environmentally  protecclv 
manageaant   guldellnee   Included   In  youe  atudy. 
).  )    I   know  during  our  Adwlaorv  Council   meeting   In   Mey    I   aaked   you  about   NEPA   vlol- 
atlona    coeeanUng   these   h   gh    level,   of   development   and  you   re.ponded   th.t   on   a 
alte-epeclfle  basl.  NSO'.   could  be   .pplled   for  special   management.    Who  are  you 
kidding?    Doyou   actually    think    the   BLM  will  enforce    the.e?      I   don't,   baaed   on 
your   agency'e   poor  hletory   of   auch   enforcement.      And  would   they  hold  up    In    court? 
Probably  not.      WThy  not   consider   e  decl.Ion   to   recommend   against    leasing   In   soma 
of    these    freglle   areas.    Hereby  nlpplng-ln-the-bud  potential   lrrepereble   daaace? 
And   thla  would   atlll   only    represent   e  very   small  percentage   of   the   Cody   Resource 
Ares.      I   guess   I    likewise   don't   buy  Mr.    Inrlght'e   response   that   he   doean't  ex- 
pect  a   lot  aore   mineral   activity   in   the   area    (refer   te  p.    21   oe   Minutes).      Maybe 
that's  true,    msybe  not,   but  why  not   protect    these   fragile,   valuable,    and   seenlc 
areaa   nov,    then  not   have    lo  worry   about    It   later?      Pleaae   actively   conelder   this 
when    reviewing   tha   BMP. 
A.)   A  SCO   foot   surfece   dl.turt lng  prohlbltlo 
to  protect    their  scenic   values. 


rivers    Is    lnsdequa 


I 


■la 


I  very   concerned   chat   through  your   team's   own   admission   the  elk   populstlon 

In   the   Cody   Resource   area  will   decrease   below  stste  C/F  herd  objectives.    Plesse    reconsider 
your  opclone  here. 


Response  to  Letter  102 


1.     Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  69 
2      Please  see  general  responses  3,  4,  and  5. 

Please  see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  4. 

Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  3. 

Please  see  general  response  6. 


We  do  not  believe  that  our  proposed  management  for  improvement 
of  grazing  lands  and  aquatic  systems  is  "status  quo."  Please  see  the 
response  to  comment  6  of  letter  69. 
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6| 


On   che  wild  horse   management    Issue,    I  would  encourage   you   to  pursue  Alternative   B 
to   reduce   the  herd,    benefitting   habitat   for  other  vlldllfe. 

My    last    point   about   which    I'm   concerned    Is    grazing.       I'm    glad    to  see    the    BLM 
acknowledge    that    ao   ouch    range    la    In  bad  shape,  and    that    aorae    grazing    allotments    should 
be  modified.      I   believe,   however, that   Alternative  C  would  better   achieve   range   Improvement . 
!    aa    certainly   not    against    livestock    using  BLM    land,    but   better  management    to    improve 
range   eondltiona   and  etreaa  channel*    than   statue  <juo  policy   is   needed. 

In   concluelon,   because   I    think   the   BLM  has   Inadequately   addressed  some   very  Important 
concerns   pertaining   to  multiple-use   management,    the   Draft   Cody    IM7  should  be   revised  or 
redone   to   include  a  more   circumspect  approach    to  environmental   protection. 


Thank-vou    for    this    opportunity    to   cominsnt. 


Sterling   Evane 


cc  :   Hilary  Oden 

Larry    Hehlhaff 
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APPENDIXES 


INTRODUCTION 


Appendixes  A,  C,  D,  F,  H,  and  I  have  not  been 
reprinted  in  this  final  document.  However,  there 
is  a  supplement  to  Appendix  E  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  Appendixes  B  and  G  have  been  modified;  the 


new  versions  appear  herein.  Appendixes  J  and  K 
are  new.  Additions  and  corrections  for  the  appen- 
dixes in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are  listed  herein,  fol- 
lowed by  appendixes  B,  E,  G,  J,  and  K. 


ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  APPENDIXES 

Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph  at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as 
paragraph  1 .  The  changed  or  added  material  in  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 


Draft 

Page      Column 


Paragraph      Line(s) 


Should  Read 


296 


Adda 

new  section 

after  3 


A  new  section  should  be  added  with  the  subheading 
Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

The  BLM  considers  the  following  to  be  hazardous  materials: 
Those  materials  listed  or  characterzied  in  40  CFR  261  under  regulations 
of  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (1976),  as  amended, 
and  defined  in  section  101(14)  of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  (1980),  that  are  disposed  as 
wastes  or  released  into  the  environment. 

The  primary  statutory  references  bearing  on  BLM's  involvement  with 
hazardous  materials  and  wastes  are:  Resource  Conservation  and 
Recovery  Act  (RCRA),  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA)  also  known  as  "Superfund",  and 
the  Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act  (SARA). 
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Appendix:  Additions  and  Corrections 

ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  APPENDIXES  (Continued) 

Draft 

Page      Column       Paragraph      Line(s)  Should  Read 

297  1  4  1  Grazing  Management  is  governed  by  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act, 

the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  the  Public  Rangelands 
Improvement  Act,  and  43  CFR  4000.  Practices  and  procedures  initiated 
on  public  lands  for  the  management  of  livestock  grazing  are  also 
controlled  or  restricted  by  the  policies  and  regulations  as  they  relate 
to  other  resources.  Grazing  leases  or  permits  will  be  issued  in  accordance 
with  the  designated  preference  and  authorized  season-of-use 
until  such  time  as  monitoring  indicates  a  change  in  management 
direction  is  required.  Restoration  or  improvement .  .  . 

Change  7,819  to  0  for  Alternative  D. 

Change  19,000  to  12,285  for  Alternatives  C  and  D. 

.  .  .  land  where  no  water  sources  .  .  . 

.  .  .  are  expected.  Land  can  be  . . . 

.  .  .  been  received.  Lands  can  .  .  . 

.  .  .  when  no  desert  land  applications  have  been  received. 

Change  19  to  499 

Prohibits  agricultural  entry  and  disposal.  .  .  . 

mineral  and  agricultural  entry  .  .  . 
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APPENDIX  B 


STANDARD  MITIGATION  GUIDELINES 


INTRODUCTION 

This  appendix  is  a  revised  from  appendix  B  in 
the  draft  RMP/EIS.  These  guidelines  have  been 
evolving  from  their  beginnings  as  oil  and  gas 
lease  stipulations  to  broader  application  to  other 
land  uses.  We  hope  this  will  clarify  the  meaning, 
intent,  and  use  of  the  guidelines. 

About  two  years  ago,  the  BLM  developed  the 
"Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Stip- 
ulations." During  implementation,  the  BLM  recog- 
nized that  similar  kinds  of  environmental  protec- 
tion requirements  should  be  applied  to  land  uses 
other  than  those  related  to  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development.  Using  the  standard  oil  and  gas 
lease  stipulations  as  a  basis,  we  began  develop- 
ment of  the  "Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Mitigation 
Guidelines  for  Surface  Disturbing  Activities."  The 
term  guidelines  better  describes  the  intent  and  use 
of  these  mitigation  standards  than  would  stipula- 
tions, measures,  or  requirements. 

These  guidelines  are  used  in  the  RMP/EIS  pro- 
cess as  a  tool  to  help  develop  the  RMP  alternatives 
and  to  provide  a  baseline  for  comparative  impact 
analysis  through  which  we  can  arriveat  RMPdeci- 
sions.  They  will  be  used  in  the  same  manner  in 
analyses  of  activity  plans  and  other  site-specific 
proposals. 

These  guidelines  and  their  wording  area  matter 
of  policy.  As  such,  further  refinement  in  their  word- 
ing and  application  may  be  made  in  the  future. 
Any  further  refinement  of  these  guidelines  and 
any  development  of  program-specific  standard 
stipulations  will  be  handled  through  administra- 
tive review,  not  through  the  RMP/EIS  process. 
Appropriate  public  involvement  and  input  will  be 
included. 


PURPOSE 

The  primary  purpose  of  these  guidelines  is  to 
attain  statewide  consistency  in  the  method  of 
determining  requirements  for  avoiding  and  mit- 
igating environmental  impacts  and  conflicts 
among  resources  or  land  uses.  "Consistency" 
does  not  mean  that  requirements  would  be  iden- 
tical for  all  similar  types  of  land  use  activities  or 


that  the  requirements  for  a  given  land  use  activity 
would  be  identical  in  all  areas  where  it  may  occur. 

Application  of  the  guidelines  is  intended  to  (a) 
reserve  for  the  BLM  the  right  to  modify  the  oper- 
ations of  all  surface-disturbing  activities  as  part 
of  the  statutory  requirements  for  environmental 
protection,  and  (b)  inform  a  potential  lessee,  per- 
mittee, or  operator  of  the  requirements  that  must 
be  met  when  using  BLM-administered  public 
lands.  The  guidelines  may  be  used  directly  as  stip- 
ulations, or  they  may  be  modified  with  specific  or 
specialized  mitigation  following  the  submission 
of  a  detailed  plan  of  development  or  other  project 
proposal  and  an  environmental  analysis. 

Resource  activities  or  programs  without  a  stan- 
dardized set  of  permit  or  operation  stipulations 
can  use  the  mitigation  guidelines  as  conditions  of 
approval  or  as  a  baseline  for  developing  specific 
stipulations  for  a  given  activity  or  program. 

There  are  two  ways  in  which  the  standard  mit- 
igation guidelines  are  used  in  the  RMP/EIS  pro- 
cess: 

As  part  of  the  planning  criteria  used  in  devel- 
oping the  RMP  alternatives,  the  Wyoming 
BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines  become 
conditions  of  the  actions  being  proposed  or 
considered  in  each  alternative  as  appropri- 
ate. 

In  the  analytical  processes  of  developing  the 
alternatives  and  analyzing  the  impacts  of  the 
alternatives,  the  guidelines  are  used  for  (a) 
development  of  a  baseline  for  measuring  and 
comparing  impacts  among  the  alternatives, 
(b)  identification  of  other  actions  and  alterna- 
tives that  should  be  considered,  and  (c)  deter- 
mination of  whether  more  stringent  or  less 
stringent  mitigations  should  be  considered. 

Because  the  standard  mitigation  guidelines  are 
integrated  into  the  RMP/EIS  process  and  used  in 
conducting  site-specific  environmental  analyses, 
the  application  of  stipulations  derived  through  the 
guidelines  will  provide  more  consistency  with 
planning  decisions  and  plan  implementation  than 
has  occurred  in  the  past.  Application  of  the  stan- 
dard mitigation  guidelines  to  all  human-caused 
surface-disturbing  activities  on  BLM-admini- 
stered public  lands  will  provide  more  uniformity 
in  mitigation  than  has  occurred  in  the  past. 
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WYOMING  BLM  STANDARD 
MITIGATION  GUIDELINES 
FOR  SURFACE-DISTURBING 
ACTIVITIES 

1.     Surface  Disturbance 
Mitigation  Guideline 


Surface  disturbance  will  be  restricted  in  any  of  the  follow- 
ing areas  or  conditions.  Modifications  to  this  limitation  may 
be  approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

a.  Slopes  in  excess  of  25  percent. 

b.  Within  important  scenic  areas  identified  in  a  land  use  plan 
(Class  I  and  II  Visual  Resource  Management  areas). 

c.  Within  500  feet  of  surface  water  and/or  riparian  areas. 

d.  Within  either  one-quarter  mile  or  the  visual  horizon 
(whichever  is  closer)  of  historic  trails. 

e.  Construction  with  frozen  material  or  during  periods  when 
the  soil  material  is  saturated,  frozen,  or  when  watershed 
damage  is  likely  to  occur. 


Guidance 

The  intent  of  the  surface  disturbance  mitigation  guideline 

is  to  inform  interested  parties  (potential  lessees,  permittees, 
or  operators)  that  when  one  or  more  of  the  five  conditions 
(a  through  e)  exists,  surface-disturbing  activities  will  be  res- 
tricted or  prohibited,  unless  or  until  the  permittee  or  his  des- 
ignated representative  and  the  surface  management  agency 
(SMA)  arrive  at  an  acceptable  plan  for  mitigation  of  antici- 
pated impacts.  This  negotiation  will  occur  prior  to  develop- 
ment. 

Specific  criteria  (e.g.,  500  feet  from  water)  have  been  estab- 
lished based  upon  the  best  information  available.  However, 
such  items  as  geographical  areas  and  seasons  must  be  delin- 
eated at  the  field  level. 

Waiver  or  modification  of  requirements  developed  from  this 
guideline  must  be  based  upon  environmental  analysis  of  pro- 
posals such  as  plans  of  development,  plans  of  operation,  or 
applications  for  permit  to  drill  and,  if  necessary,  must  allow 
for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied  on  a  site  specific  basis. 


2.    Wildlife  Mitigation  Guideline 


To  protect  important  big  game  winter  habitat,  activities 
or  surface  use  will  not  be  allowed  during  the  period  from 
November  15  to  April  30  within  certain  areas  encom- 
passed by  the  authorization.  The  same  criterion  applies 
to  defined  big  game  birthing  areas  from  the  period  of  May 
1  to  June  30. 

This  limitation  may  or  may  not  apply  to  extended  long- 
term  operation  and  maintenance  of  a  developed  project, 
pending  environ  mental  analysis  of  any  operational  or  pro- 
duction aspects. 

Modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any  year  may  be 
approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 


To  protect  important  raptor  and/or  sage  and  sharp-tailed 
grouse  nesting  habitat,  activities  or  surface  use  will  not 
be  allowed  during  the  period  from  February  1  to  July  31 
within  certain  areas  encompassed  by  the  authorization. 
The  same  criterion  applies  to  defined  raptor  and  game 
bird  winter  concentration  areas  from  the  period  of 
November  15  to  April  30.  This  limitation  may  or  may  not 
apply  to  extended  long-term  operation  and  maintenance 
of  a  developed  project,  pending  environmental  analysis 
of  any  operational  or  production  aspects. 

Modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any  year  may  be 
approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

No  activities  or  surface  use  will  be  allowed  on  that  portion 
of  the  authorization  area  identified  within  (legal  descrip- 
tion) for  the  purpose  of  protecting  (e.g.,  sage/ sharp-tailed 
grouse  breeding  grounds,  and/or  other  species/ activities) 
habitat. 


Modifications  to   this   limitation   in   any  year   may 
approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 


be 


Portions  of  the  authorized  use  area  legally  described  as 
(legal  description)  are  known  or  suspected  to  be  essential 
habitat  for  (species  name),  which  is  a  threatened/ 
endangered  species.  Prior  to  conducting  any  on-site 
activities,  the  lessee/permittee/operator  will  be  required 
to  conduct  inventories  or  studies  in  accordance  with  BLM 
and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  guidelines  to  verify 
the  presence  or  absence  of  this  species.  In  the  event  that 
(species  name)  occurrence  is  identified,  the  lessee/ 
permittee/operator  will  be  required  to  modify  operational 
plans  to  include  the  protection  requirements  of  this  spe- 
cies and  its  habitat  (e.g.,  seasonal  use  restrictions,  occu- 
pancy limitations,  facility  design  modifications). 


Guidance 

The  wildlife  mitigation  guideline  is  intended  to  provide  two 
basic  types  of  protection,  seasonal  restriction  (a  and  b)  and 
prohibition  of  activities  or  surface  use  (c).  Item  d,  of  course, 
is  specific  to  situations  involving  threatened  and  endangered 
species.  Legal  descriptions  will  ultimately  be  required  and 
should  be  measurable  and  legally  definable.  There  are  no  min- 
imum subdivision  requirements  at  this  time  The  area  delin- 
eated can  and  should  be  defined  as  necessary,  based  upon 
current  biological  data,  prior  to  the  time  of  processing  an 
application  and  issuing  the  use  authorization.  The  legal 
description  must  eventually  become  a  condition  for  approval 
of  the  permit,  plan  of  development,  and/or  other  use  autho- 
rization. 

The  seasonal  restriction  section  identifies  three  example 
groups  of  species  and  delineates  three  similar  time  frame  res- 
trictions. The  big  game  species,  including  elk,  moose,  deer, 
antelope,  and  bighorn  sheep,  all  require  protection  of  crucial 
winter  range  between  November  15  and  April  30.  Elk  and  big- 
horn sheep  also  require  protection  from  disturbance  during 
the  period  of  May  1  to  June  30,  when  they  typically  occupy 
distinct  calving  and  lambing  areas.  Raptors  include  eagles; 
accipiters;  falcons  (peregrine,  prairie,  and  merlin);  buteos  (fer- 
ruginous and  Swainson's  hawks);  osprey;  and  burrowing 
owls.  The  raptors,  sage  grouse,  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  all 
require  nesting  protection  during  periods  between  February 
1  and  July  31.  The  same  birds  often  require  protection  from 
disturbance  during  the  period  of  November  15  through  April 
30  while  they  occupy  winter  concentration  areas. 

Item  c,  regarding  the  prohibition  of  activity  or  surface  use, 
is  intended  for  protection  of  unique  wildlife  habitat  areas  or 
values  within  the  use  area.  These  areas  or  values  must  be  fac- 
tors that  limit  life-cycle  activities  (e.g.,  sage  grouse  strutting 
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grounds,  known  threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat) 
that  cannot  be  protected  using  seasonal  restrictions. 

Waiveror  modification  of  requirements  developed  from  this 
guideline  must  be  based  upon  environmental  analysis  of  pro- 
posals such  as  plans  of  development,  plans  of  operation,  or 
Applications  for  Permit  to  Drill  and,  if  necessary,  must  allow 
for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied  on  a  site-specific  basis. 


3.     Cultural  Resource  Mitigation 
Guideline 


When  a  proposed  discretionary  land  use  has  potential  for 
affecting  the  characteristics  which  qualify  a  cultural  property 
forthe  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  mitigation  will  be 
considered.  In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  procedures  specified  in  36  CFR  800  will  be 
used  in  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Offi- 
cer (SHPO)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preserva- 
tion in  arriving  at  determinations  regarding  the  need  and  type 
of  mitigation  to  be  required. 


Guidance 

The  preferred  strategy  for  treating  potential  adverse  effects 
on  cultural  properties  is  avoidance,  not  prohibition.  If  avoid- 
ance involves  project  relocation,  the  new  project  area  may 
also  require  cultural  resource  inventory.  If  avoidance  is  impru- 
dent or  unfeasible,  appropriate  mitigation  may  include  exca- 
vation (data  recovery),  stabilization,  monitoring,  protective 
barriers  and  signs,  or  other  physical  and  administrative  mea- 
sures. 

Reports  documenting  results  of  cultural  resource  inven- 
tory, evaluation,  and  the  establishment  of  mitigation  alterna- 
tives (if  necessary)  shall  be  written  according  to  standards 
contained  in  BLM  Manuals,  in  the  cultural  resource  permit 
stipulations,  and  in  other  policy  issued  by  the  BLM.  These  re- 
ports must  providesufficient  information  for  Section  106  con- 
sultation. Reports  shall  be  reviewed  for  adequacy  by  the 
appropriate  BLM  archaeologist.  If  cultural  properties  on,  or 
eligible  for,  the  National  Register  are  located  within  these 
areas  of  potential  impact  and  cannot  be  avoided,  the  Autho- 
rized Officer  shall  begin  the  Section  106  consultation  process 
in  accordance  with  the  procedures  contained  in  36  CFR  800. 

Mitigation  measures  shall  be  implemented  according  to  the 
mitigation  plan  approved  by  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer. 
Such  plans  are  usually  prepared  by  the  land  use  applicant's 
contract  archaeologist  according  to  BLM  specifications.  Mit- 
igation plans  will  be  reviewed  as  part  of  Section  106  consul- 
tation for  National  Register  eligible  or  listed  properties.  The 
extent  and  nature  of  recommended  mitigation  shall  be  com- 
mensurate with  the  significance  of  the  cultural  resource 
involved  and  the  anticipated  extent  of  damage.  Reasonable 
costs  for  mitigation  will  be  borne  by  the  land  use  applicant. 
Mitigation  must  be  cost-effective  and  realistic.  It  must  con- 
sider project  requirements  and  limitations,  input  from  con- 
cerned parties,  and  be  BLM-approved  or  BLM-formulated. 

Mitigation  of  paleontological  and  natural  history  sites  will 
be  treated  on  a  case-by-case  basis  Factors  such  as  site  sig- 
nificance, economics,  safety,  and  project  urgency  must  be 
taken  into  account  when  making  a  decision  to  mitigate. 
Authority  to  protect  (through  mitigation)  such  values  is  pro- 
vided for  in  FLPMA,  Section  102(8).  When  avoidance  is  not 
possible,  appropriate  mitigation  may  include  excavation 
(data  recovery),  stabilization,  monitoring,  protection  barriers 
and  signs,  or  other  physical  and  administrative  protection 
measures 


4.     Special  Resource  Mitigation 
Guideline 

To  protect  (resource  value),  activities  or  surface  use  will  not 
be  allowed  (i.e.,  within  a  specific  distance  of  the  resource  value 
or  between  date-to-date)  in  (legal  subdivision). 

This  limitation  may  or  may  not  apply  to  extended  long-term 
operation  and  maintenance  of  a  developed  project,  pending 
environmental  analysis  of  any  operational  or  production 
aspects. 

Modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any  year  may  be  approved 
in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Example  Resource  Categories  (Select  or  identify  category 
and  specific  resource  value): 

a.  Recreation  areas. 

b.  Special  natural  history  or  paleontological  features. 

c.  Special  management  areas. 

d.  Sections  of  major  rivers. 

e.  Prior  existing  rights-of-way. 

f.  Occupied  dwellings. 

g.  Other  (specify). 


Guidance 

The  special  resource  mitigation  guideline  is  intended  for 
use  only  in  site-specific  situations  where  one  of  the  first  three 
general  mitigation  guidelines  will  not  adequately  address  the 
concern.  The  resource  value,  location,  and  specific  restric- 
tion must  beclearly  identified.  Adetailed  plan  addressing  spe- 
cific mitigation  and  special  restrictions  on  development  will 
be  required  prior  to  development  and  will  become  a  condition 
for  approval  of  the  permit,  plan  of  development,  or  other  use 
authorization. 

Waiveror  modification  of  requirements  developed  from  this 
guideline  must  be  based  upon  environmental  analysis  of  pro- 
posals such  as  plans  of  development,  plans  of  operation,  or 
Applications  for  Permit  to  Drill  and,  if  necessary,  must  allow 
for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied  on  a  site-specific  basis. 


5.     No  Surface  Occupancy 
Guideline 


No  surface  occupancy  will  be  allowed  on  the  following 
described  lands  (legal  subdivision /area)  because  of  (resource 
value). 

Example  Resource  Categories  (Select  or  identify  category 
and  specific  resource  values): 

a.  Recreation  areas  (e.g.,  campgrounds,  historic  trails, 
national  monuments). 

b      Major  reservoirs/dams 

c  Special  management  areas  (e.g.,  ACEC,  known  threat- 
ened and  endangered  species  habitat,  wild  and  scenic  riv- 
ers). 

d      Other  (specify). 
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Guidance 

The  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  mitigation  guideline  is 

intended  for  use  only  when  other  mitigation  is  determined 
insufficient  to  protect  the  public  interest  adequately,  and  it 
is  the  only  alternative  to  "no  development"  or  "no  leasing." 
The  legal  subdivision  and  resource  value  of  concern  must  be 
identified  and  be  tied  to  an  NSO  land  use  planning  decision. 

Waiver  of  or  exception(s)  to  the  NSO  requirement  will  be 
subject  to  the  same  test  as  was  used  to  justify  its  imposition. 
If,  upon  evaluation  of  a  site-specific  proposal,  it  is  found  that 
less  restrictive  mitigation  would  adequately  protect  the  public 
interest  or  value  of  concern,  then  a  waiver  or  exception  to  the 
NSO  requirement  is  possible.  The  record  must  show  that  be- 
cause conditions  or  uses  have  changed,  less  restrictive 
requirements  will  protect  the  public  interest.  An  environmen- 
tal analysis  must  be  conducted  and  documented  (EA  or  EIS, 
as  necessary)  in  order  to  provide  the  basis  for  a  waiver  or 
exception  to  an  NSO  planning  decision.  If  the  waiver  or  excep- 
tion is  found  to  be  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  planning 


decision,  it  may  be  granted.  If  found  inconsistent  with  the 
intent  of  the  planning  decision,  a  plan  amendment  would  be 
required  before  the  waiver  or  exception  could  be  granted 
0pr18-When  the  "no  development"  or  "no  leasing"  option  is 
considered,  a  rigorous  test  must  be  met  and  fully  documented 
in  the  record.  This  test  must  be  based  upon  stringent  stan- 
dards described  in  the  land  use  planning  document.  Since 
rejection  of  all  development  rights  is  more  severe  than  the 
most  restrictive  mitigation  requirement,  the  record  must  show 
that  consideration  was  given  to  development  subject  to  rea- 
sonable mitigation,  including  no  surface  occupancy  The  rec- 
ord must  also  show  that  other  mitigation  was  determined  to 
be  insufficient  to  protect  the  public  interest  adequately.  A  "no 
development"  or  "no  leasing"  decision  should  not  be  made 
solely  because  it  appears  that  conventional  methods  of  devel- 
opment would  be  unfeasible,  especially  where  an  NSO  restric- 
tion may  be  acceptable  to  a  potential  permittee.  In  such  cases, 
the  potential  permittee  should  have  the  opportunity  to  decide 
whether  or  not  to  go  ahead  with  the  proposal  (or  accept  the 
use  authorization),  recognizing  that  an  NSO  restriction  is 
involved. 
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POSSIBLE  LANDOWNERSHIP  ADJUSTMENTS 


LANDS  POSSIBLY 
SUITABLE  FOR  DISPOSAL 

As  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  the  lands  identified 
below  by  tract  may  be  suitable  for  disposal  under 
section  203  or  206  of  FLPMA.  These  lands  poten- 
tially meet  criteria  1  and/or  3  of  section  203 
because  they  are  difficult  and  uneconomical  to 
manage  or  because  they  have  the  potential  to 
meet  important  public  objectives  (such  as  commu- 
nity expansion  or  economic  development)  after 
disposal. 

[An  asterisk  (*)  indicates  that  the  lands  described  are  now 
segregated  against  disposal  (7,155.16  acres).  Before  these 
lands  could  be  disposed  of,  the  withdrawal  or  classification 
would  need  to  be  removed.] 

Sixth  Principal  Meridian 

T.  50  N.,  R.  102  W., 

sec.  15,  lot  1  (11.49). 

T.  51  N.,  R.  98  W., 

sec.  14,  NW74SEV4 

sec.  29,  lots  4  (20.28),  5  (12.35),  11  (17.05),  13  (31.95), 
18  (24.12),  29  (29.06),  30  (3.21),  SE'ANE'/i,  NWASW'/i; 

sec.  31,  lots  25,  26  (20.81); 

sec.  32,  lots  29,  30  (18.31) 

tracts  86A,  B  (80.37); 

tracts  87A,  B  (80.68); 
tracts  90A,  B,  C  (117.88). 

T.  51  N.,  R.  103  W., 

sec.  14,  lot  6  (28.56),  SWASWA; 

sec.  15,  lot  5  (19.66),  SE1/4SW'/4,  SE1/4; 

sec.  21,  lots  1  (25.01),  2  (54.68),  3  (54.67),  4  (42.80),  N1/2, 
N%SW%,  SE'A; 

sec.  23,  SW%; 

sec.  33,  lot  2  (11.77); 

sec  35,  lot  12  (13.35). 

T.  51   N.,  R.  104  W., 

sec  1,  lot  19  (2.50) 

sec.  28,  NW'/4NE1/4,  NE'ANW'/i; 

sec  34,  lots  2  (0.56),  3  (0.42),  6  (0.01); 

sec  35,  lots  6  (0.58),  7  (0.62); 

tract  40  (15.06); 

tract  76  (41.83). 


T.  52  N..  R.  93  W., 

sec  3,  SE'ASE'/i; 
sec  4,  SEViSE1/.; 
sec  10,  NV2. 

T.  52  N.,  R.  94  W„ 

lots  47B  (40.97),  C   (40.95),   D   (40.94),   E  (40.95),   F 
(40.96),  49A  (40.36). 

T.  52  N.,  R.  95  W., 

sec  15,  lot  43P  (44.62). 

T.  52  N.,  R.  101  W., 

sec  1,  lot  1,  (52.36); 

sec  7,  lot  1  (31.98); 

sec  8,  lots  3  (49.46),  4  (32.43),  5  (36.58),  NM-NW1  ;SW'/<, 
N!4SE1/4SW1/4; 

sec  11,  lots  1  (19.80),  2  (26.66).  3  (36.54),  4  (29.36),  5 
(29.37),  6  (19.32); 

sec  12,  lots  1   (27.77),  2  (37.06),  3  (30.32),  4  (29.83), 
EV2NEV4,  S1/2; 
•tract  55J  (39.91). 

T.  53  N.,  R.  101  W., 
*sec  21,  lot  3  (7.05). 

T.  54  N.,  R.  101  W., 

sec  3,  FmUA  (17.50) 

T.  54  N.,  R.  102  W., 

sec  9,  lot  1  (23.11); 
sec  12,  N1/2NEV4. 

T.  56  N.,  R.  94  W., 

sec  18,  lot  55B  (29.61); 

sec.  19,  lot  4  (43.84),  lot  55E  (29.35). 

tract  65B  (30.64). 

T.  56  N„  R.  95  W., 

sec  12,  lot  1  (51.50); 

sec  24,  lots  55C  (9.62),  D  (9.75); 

tract  65A  (7.68). 

T.  57  N.,  R.  101  W., 

sec  3,  SV2NEV4,  NEHSWA; 
sec  6,  NEV4SEV4. 

T.  57  N.,  R.  102  W., 

sec  20,  Ny2NW1/4; 

sec  22,  NEV4SWV4; 
"sec  24,  SEV4NWV4. 


T.  57  N„  R.  103  W„ 

sec  12,  E'/2NE% 


NW'4NE%,  NE"4  SEVi. 


T.  58  N.,  R.  95  W  . 

sec  29,  SW'ANE V*\ 

sec  33,  NE'-iNWVi,  NEANWV 
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APPENDIX  G 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 


VEGETATION  INVENTORY 
METHODS  AND  HISTORY  IN 
THE  PLANNING  AREA 

Background 

In  December  1982,  the  BLM  adopted  as  its  prin- 
cipal rangeland  inventory  method  the  Range  Site 
Inventory  procedure  described  in  the  National 
Range  Handbook.  This  procedure  involves  the  cor- 
relation of  a  soil  series  to  a  specific  range  site.  A 
range  site  is  a  distinctive  kind  of  rangeland  that 
differs  from  other  types  of  rangeland  in  its  ability 
to  produce  a  characteristic  natural  plant  commu- 
nity. The  species  composition  and  total  produc- 
tion levels  vary  between  range  sites,  providing  dif- 
ferent potentials,  objectives,  and  stocking 
capabilities  for  each  specific  plant  community. 

Inventories  in  the  Planning  Area 

The  Cody  range  staff  conducted  a  vegetative 
inventory  to  meet  the  requirements  addressed  in 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976and  the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act 
of  1978  during  1984  through  1986.  The  method 
involved  the  ocular  estimation  of  plant  species 
composition,  production,  and  plant  cover  for 
each  delineated  site.  The  serai  stage  (ecological 
condition)  of  each  range  site  was  then  recorded, 
or  if  more  than  one  stage  existed  within  a  given 
range  site,  that  site  was  listed  under  two  or  more 
serai  stages. 

Ecological  condition  classes  were  determined 
by  comparing  the  present  plant  community  with 
that  of  the  climax  plant  community  or  potential  as 
indicated  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS) 
range  condition  guide  for  the  site.  Four  classes 
are  used  to  express  the  degree  that  a  present  plant 
community  reflects  its  potential  climax  commu- 
nity: for  example,  if  the  serai  stage  or  ecological 
status  represents  76%  to  100%  of  the  climax  plant 
community,  it  is  rated  excellent;  51%  to  75%  (late 
serai),  good;  26%  to  50%  (mid-seral),  fair;  or  0% 
to  25%  (early  serai),  poor. 


The  SCS  range  site  guides  used  in  the  Cody 
Planning  Area  did  not  accurately  reflect  the  true 
production  capabilities  of  the  inventoried  plant 
communities  in  some  cases.  For  example,  some 
range  sites  in  the  planning  area  that  would  be  in 
good  condition  because  of  plant  species  compo- 
sition alone  did  not  have  a  sufficient  level  of  veg- 
etative production  to  correspond  to  a  good  con- 
dition rating  as  suggested  in  the  range  site  guides. 
Therefore,  the  ecological  condition  classes 
shown  in  table  G-2  and  in  chapter  4  may  not 
convey  the  true  condition  of  the  rangeland  in  the 
planning  area  without  further  analysis.  However, 
ecological  condition  as  displayed  represents  a 
baselineorstarting  pointforestablishing  manage- 
ment objectives  for  future  range  condition,  for  pro- 
viding reasible  stocking  level  proposals,  and  for 
measuring  range  improvement  over  time. 

The  ecological  condition  classes  assigned  to 
each  range  site  were  further  adjusted,  if  neces- 
sary, on  the  basis  of  current  production  levels 
obtained  in  the  specific  geographical  area  around 
Cody.  A  condition  rating  based  on  the  percentage 
of  composition  alone  may  need  adjustment  if  the 
total  production  is  less  than  that  characteristic  for 
the  condition  class.  This  concept  is  in  accordance 
with  the  National  Range  Handbook  (305.5(a))  for 
the  determination  of  range  condition  classes. 
Annual  climatic  data  was  also  considered  before 
a  condition  class  was  adjusted  because  of  lower 
production  levels. 

The  final  condition  classes  by  range  site  were 
associated  with  a  proposed  stocking  level,  as  sug- 
gested by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  in  its 
range  site  descriptions.  This  information  was 
used  to  establish  proposed  stocking  rates  for  the 
preferred  alternative  in  conjunction  with  manage- 
ment objectives  specific  to  each  allotment.  How- 
ever, since  no  one-time  inventory  can  accurately 
and  consistently  determine  livestock  grazing 
capacity  and  many  variables  are  associated  with 
each  site  (climatic  fluctuations,  seasons  of  use, 
and  distribution),  preference  would  be  allowed 
until  data  can  be  obtained  through  a  three-  to  five- 
year  monitoring  program. 

Time  and  funding  constraints  prevented  a  com- 
plete inventory  of  the  Cody  planning  area.  How- 
ever,  approximately   814,423   acres   have   been 
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mapped  by  range  site.  This  represents  75%  of  the 
total  planning  area.  The  remaining  acres  are  to  be 
mapped  as  time  and  personnel  become  available. 
The  inventory  effort  was  concentrated  on  allot- 
ments that  had  been  tentatively  placed  in  "I"  cate- 
gory because  of  existing  management,  vegetative 
condition  or  resource  conflicts  (allotment  categor- 
ization is  described  in  the  next  section  of  this  ap- 
pendix). 

Concerns  expressed  by  other  resource  special- 
ists provided  the  basis  for  assigning  priority  to 
areas  requiring  vegetative  information  for  the  de- 
termination of  actual  resource  conflicts.  As  a 
result  of  this  interdisciplinary  approach  in  tenta- 
tive categorization  of  the  allotments,  the  range 
staff  was  able  to  obtain  vegetative  information  on 
all  the  final  "I  "category  allotments  and  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  "M"  and  "C"  allotments  within  the  plan- 
ning area. 


THE  ALLOTMENT 

CATEGORIZATION 

PROCESS 


Opportunities  for  positive  economic  return  from 
public  investment  may  exist.  Even  though  percent- 
age of  public  land  is  low  or  acreage  of  public  land 
is  small,  opportunity  for  positive  economic  return 
may  still  exist. 


Category  "I":  Improve  Existing 
Resource  Conditions 

Present  range  condition  is  unsatisfactory. 

Range  condition  is  poor  to  fair. 

Range  condition  is  fair  to  good. 

Range  condition  is  expected  to  decline  fur- 
ther. 

Present  grazing  management  is  not  adequate. 

Allotment  has  potential  for  medium  to  high  veg- 
etative production  but  production  is  low  to  mod- 
erate. 

Resource  conflicts/controversy  with  livestock 
grazing  are  evident. 

There  is  potential  for  positive  economic  return  on 
public  investment. 


Assignment  of  Category 

The  criteria  used  for  the  placement  of  the  allot- 
ments into  the  categories  were  based  on  resource 
potential,  resource  use  conflicts  or  controversy, 
opportunity  for  positive  economic  return  on  pub- 
lic investments,  and  the  present  management  sit- 
uation. The  specific  criteria  used  for  each  cate- 
gory are  as  follows: 


Category  "M":  Maintain  Existing 
Resource  Conditions 

The  present  range  condition  and  management 
are  satisfactory 

Good  to  excellent  condition  and  will  be  main- 
tained under  present  management,  or 

Fair  condition  and  improving  with  improve- 
ment expected  to  continue  under  present  man- 
agement. 

Allotment  has  a  potential  for  moderate  or  high  veg- 
etative production  and  is  producing  at  or  nearthis 
potential. 

There  are  no  significant  land-use  resource  con- 
flicts with  livestock  grazing. 

Landownership  status  may  or  may  not  limit  man- 
agement opportunities. 


Category  "C":  Custodial  Management 

Present  range  condition  is  not  in  a  downward 
trend. 

Allotment  has  a  low  vegetative  production  poten- 
tial and  is  producing  near  this  level. 

There    may    or    may    not    be    limited    conflicts 
between  livestock  grazing  and  other  resources. 

Present  management  is  satisfactory  or  is  the  only 
logical  management  under  existing  conditions. 

Opportunities  for  positive  economic  return  on 
public  investments  do  not  exist. 


Management  Objectives 


"M"  Allotments 

To  authorize  actions  that  are  consistent  with  or 
will  maintain  current  uses  and  satisfactory  range 
condition  and  productivity.  Monitoring  studies 
will  be  established  at  a  level  that  will  detect 
changes  in  present  resource  management  and/or 
condition.  The  intensity  and  workload  require- 
ments of  the  studies  will  depend  on  the  resource 
values  involved. 
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"I"  Allotments 

To  implement  management  actions  that  will 
improve  existing  resource  condition  and  produc- 
tivity and  enhance  overall  multiple  use  opportuni- 
ties. Monitoring  will  be  carried  out  at  an  intensity 
sufficient  to  support  actions  taken  toward  achiev- 
ing management  objectives  and  will  be  imple- 
mented on  a  priority  basis.  Monitoring  will  con- 
tinue at  a  lower  intensity  to  ensure  the 
effectiveness  of  the  actions. 


"C"  Allotments 

To  manage  the  allotment  in  a  custodial  manner 
while  protecting  the  existing  resource  values. 
Management  actions  will  emphasize  the  issuance 
of  billings,  grazing  leases,  and  transfers.  Monitor- 
ing will  consist  of  periodic  allotment  inspections 
and  use  supervision  to  detect  possible  changes 
in  existing  resource  values.  A  specific  schedule 
for  monitoring  will  not  be  developed,  but  monitor- 
ing will  be  conducted  as  the  opportunity  arises  in 
conjunction  with  other  range  management  work. 


CURRENT  GRAZING 
ALLOTMENT  INFORMATION 

Table  G-1  lists  livestock  grazing  information 
specific  to  each  allotment  in  the  planning  area. 

Table  G-2  shows  the  range  condition  for  each 
inventoried  allotment.  About  75%  of  the  planning 
area  was  included  in  the  ecological  condition 
class  inventory.  Because  the  inventory  focused 
on  "I"  category  allotments  and  areas  of  perceived 
vegetation  conflicts,  ecological  condition  for  the 
planning  area  as  a  whole  may  be  somewhat  better 
than  conditions  shown  by  the  inventory.  Ecolog- 
ical condition  could  also  be  subject  to  modifica- 
tion based  on  further  analysis  of  SCS  range  guide- 
lines in  the  Bighorn  Basin  as  described  previously 
in  this  appendix. 


PROBLEMS,  CONFLICTS 
AND  OPPORTUNITIES  IN 
GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

Identification  of  Problems 

Through  consultation  with  grazing  permittees 
and  lessees  during  the  categorization  process 
and  by  analysis  of  baseline  vegetation  inventory 
data,  BLM  personnel  have  identified  problems 
associated  with  livestock  grazing  in  the  planning 
area.  Opportunities  are  available  for  resolution  of 
livestock  grazing  problems  and  conflicts. 

"I"  category  allotments  generally  show  the 
greatest  need  for  development  and  present  the 
greatest  opportunities  to  resolve  both  manage- 
ment problems  and  individual  concerns.  Prob- 
lems associated  with  "I"  category  allotments  are 
listed,  and  possible  management  opportunities  or 
actions  to  resolve  them  are  discussed.  "C"  and 
"M"  category  allotments  are  not  discussed, 
because  no  conflicts  have  been  identified  or 
because  intensive  management  is  not  warranted 
for  a  variety  of  reasons. 

Adjustments  would  not  be  made  until  monitor- 
ing verified  the  conflict  and  determined  its  extent. 
Data  gathered  by  monitoring  and  through  addi- 
tional consultation  and  coordination  with 
affected  parties  would  support  management  deci- 
sions related  to  livestock  and  wildlife  stocking  lev- 
els and  other  adjustments. 


Problems,  Conflicts  and 
Opportunities  in  the  Planning 
Area 

Problems  in  grazing  management  in  the  plan- 
ning area  are  identified  in  table  G-3,  which  also 
indicates  possible  solutions. 
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Appendix  G:  Livestock  Grazing  Management 

TABLE  G-2 
SUMMARY  OF  RANGE  CONDITION  BY  ALLOTMENT1 


Range 

Condition  as  Percentage  of  Allotment 

Allotment 

Number 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Excellent 

Unconditioned2 

0666 

41 

37 

17 

0 

5 

1002 

38 

22 

1 

0 

39 

1004 

94 

5 

0 

0 

1 

1006 

45 

34 

11 

less  than  1 

10 

1007 

36 

31 

20 

1 

12 

1008 

58 

15 

2 

2 

23 

1010 

10 

2 

7 

10 

71 

1012 

37 

15 

34 

0 

14 

1013 

40 

25 

19 

8 

8 

1014 

59 

4 

7 

1 

29 

1015 

59 

20 

6 

1 

14 

1016 

25 

0 

38 

28 

9 

1017 

31 

11 

34 

6 

18 

1018 

33 

20 

23 

10 

14 

1019 

77 

8 

1 

0 

14 

1023 

45 

13 

19 

less  than  1 

23 

1024 

63 

5 

26 

0 

6 

1025 

78 

14 

6 

0 

2 

1026 

23 

42 

25 

2 

8 

1027 

14 

22 

51 

8 

5 

1028 

22 

35 

15 

10 

18 

1029 

6 

18 

15 

41 

20 

1031 

47 

22 

8 

0 

23 

1032 

43 

17 

13 

6 

21 

1033 

73 

14 

7 

6 

less  than  1 

1034 

63 

0 

2 

0 

35 

1035 

65 

11 

less  than  1 

0 

24 

1036 

60 

14 

2 

less  than  1 

24 

1037 

36 

11 

14 

less  than  1 

39 

1038 

40 

20 

30 

less  than  1 

10 

1039 

56 

19 

9 

5 

11 

1040 

71 

8 

0 

0 

21 

1041 

62 

7 

20 

1 

10 

1042 

46 

26 

3 

0 

25 

1043 

42 

13 

16 

4 

25 

1046 

0 

94 

6 

0 

0 

1047 

0 

48 

42 

9 

1 

1048 

0 

32 

68 

0 

0 

1049 

0 

96 

3 

0 

1 

1050 

52 

19 

8 

4 

17 

1052 

47 

23 

15 

0 

15 

1053 

38 

48 

3 

0 

11 

1054 

less  than  1 

21 

54 

17 

8 

1055 

0 

6 

15 

65 

14 

1056 

38 

22 

10 

13 

17 

1058 

40 

41 

17 

0 

2 

1059 

42 

35 

6 

1 

16 

1060 

44 

28 

2 

less  than  1 

25 

1061 

14 

45 

8 

0 

33 

1064 

20 

28 

5 

0 

47 

1068 

19 

31 

41 

0 

9 

1069 

69 

12 

12 

0 

7 

1073 

19 

47 

13 

0 

21 

1075 

90 

5 

0 

0 

5 

227 


Appendix  G:  Livestock  Grazing  Management 

TABLE  G-2  (Continued) 
SUMMARY  OF  RANGE  CONDITION  BY  ALLOTMENT1 


Range 

Condition  as  Percentage  of  Allotment 

Allotment 

Number 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Excellent 

Unconditioned2 

10803 

47 

8 

2 

2 

41 

1084 

0 

8 

92 

0 

less  than  1 

1086 

4 

60 

35 

1 

less  than  1 

1501 

17 

26 

26 

31 

less  than  1 

1505 

64 

17 

less  than  1 

0 

19 

1506 

77 

0 

0 

0 

23 

1509 

28 

33 

29 

7 

3 

1516 

83 

14 

1 

0 

2 

1522 

28 

33 

18 

21 

less  than  1 

1528 

68 

29 

0 

0 

3 

1529 

39 

less  than 

1                     0 

0 

61 

1532 

66 

8 

3 

0 

23 

1533 

51 

41 

5 

0 

3 

1534 

73 

9 

17 

1 

0 

1538 

52 

13 

2 

0 

33 

1541 

38 

12 

48 

2 

0 

2504 

0 

47 

44 

0 

9 

3004 

74 

15 

6 

1 

4 

3008" 

70 

25 

0 

0 

5 

3012 

100 

0 

0 

0 

less  than  1 

3029 

16 

64 

17 

less  than  1 

3 

3035 

95 

1 

1 

0 

3 

3047 

17 

45 

0 

0 

38 

3051 

38 

58 

0 

0 

4 

3053 

61 

15 

7 

0 

17 

3059 

39 

33 

16 

0 

12 

3067 

49 

26 

2 

19 

4 

3068 

35 

45 

2 

0 

18 

3069 

89 

0 

0 

0 

11 

3073 

0 

0 

97 

0 

3 

3078 

0 

22 

71 

0 

7 

3083 

5 

52 

37 

0 

6 

3088 

24 

57 

11 

0 

8 

3091 

16 

46 

32 

2 

4 

3102 

78 

6 

0 

10 

6 

3104 

99 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3110 

23 

59 

16 

0 

2 

3112 

72 

3 

21 

0 

4 

371,477 


Planning  area  total  inventoried  (acreage) 

187,235  92,486  22,064 


141,161 


Total  814,423 


1  Includes  allotments  for  which  ecological  site  inventory  has  been  conducted. 

2  Applies  to  areas  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing  such  as  rock  outcrop,  woodlands,  and  disturbed 
areas  (for  example,  mines). 

3  Includes  15,228  acres  not  inventoried  in  time  for  this  analysis;  this  acreage  is  presently  displayed  in 
the  "unconditioned"  column. 

4  Small  allotment  (140  acres)  encompassed  by  a  large  colony  of  black-tailed  prairie  dogs. 
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TABLE  G-3 

PROBLEMS,  CONFLICTS  AND  OPPORTUNITIES 
IN  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

Types  of  problems  and  conflicts  that  can  occur  in  livestock  grazing  management  are  listed  in  Part  One  of 
this  table  by  number.  Management  opportunities  for  actions  to  improve  management  and  resolve  conflicts  also 
are  listed  by  number. 

Part  Two  of  this  table  is  an  allotment-specific  listing  of  livestock  grazing  problems  and  conflicts  in  the  planning 
area  and  the  management  opportunities  to  alleviate  those  conflicts  in  each  allotment. 


Types  of  Problems  and  Conflicts 


Part  One 


Management  Opportunities 


Existing  water  sources  are  insufficient 
to  allow  uniform  distribution  in  the  allotment 
as  a  whole  or  are  unreliable.  Some  areas  are 
being  overutilized  near  existing  water;  other 
portions  of  the  allotment  are  not  providing  the 
number  of  AUMs  authorized. 


The  boundary  of  the  allotment  is  not  fenced  or 
secured  by  natural  boundaries  that  will  control 
authorized  livestock.  Livestock  occasionally 
drift  into  or  out  of  the  authorized  allotment, 
resulting  in  trespass  situations. 

Certain  portions  of  the  riparian  habitat  in  one 
or  more  of  the  following  areas  are  in  an 
unsatisfactory  condition: 


Riparian  Zones  in  "I"  Category  Allotments 

a.  Bear  Creek 

b.  Big  Sand  Coulee 

c.  Cedar  Creek 

d.  Cottonwood  Creek 

e.  Crystal  Creek 

f.  Deer  Creek 

g.  Dry  Creek 

h.  Little  Sand  Coulee 

i.  Horse  Creek 

j.  Slack  Creek 

k.  Little  Rose 

I.  Oregon  Coulee 

m.  Post  Creek 

n.  Rawhide  Creek 

o.  Rose  Creek 

p.  South  ForK  Dry  Creek 

q.  Sulphur  Creek 

r.  Sunlight  Gulch 

4.  Existing  preference  exceeds  the  current 
production  capabilities  of  the  vegetation 
communities  involved. 


1.  Improve  livestock  distribution  by  developing 

additional  water  projects  and/or  salting. 
Implement  grazing  management  systems  that 
would  alter  traditional  grazing  patterns. 
Adjust  the  existing  stocking  levels  to 
reflect  actual  production  levels  and 
accessible  units.  On  the  basis  of  season  of 
use  and  vegetative  types,  specify  the 
appropriate  class  or  or  kind  of  livestock  that 
will  best  utilize  the  allotment. 

2.  Control  livestock  use  by  constructing  boundary 

fences  or  additional  cross-fences. 


3.  Improve  riparian  habitat  conditions  by  installing 
protective  fencing,  developing  range  improvement 
projects  to  provide  off-site  waters,  developing 
special  use  pastures,  changing  season  of  use  or 
class  of  livestock,  improving  water  distribution 
and  quality,  improving  upland  forage,  implementing 
intensive  rotational  grazing,  or  increasing 
livestock  herding. 


Monitor  actual  livestock  utilization  in 
relation  to  actual  numbers  to  determine 
proper  carrying  carrying  capacity. 
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TABLE  G-3  (Continued) 

PROBLEMS,  CONFLICTS  AND  OPPORTUNITIES 
IN  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 


Part  One  (Continued) 


Types  of  Problems  and  Conflicts 


Management  Opportunities 


5.  Occupation  of  this  allotment  by  wildlife  during 

traditional  livestock  grazing  periods  has 
resulted  in  dietary  overlaps  and  forage 
competition  in  one  or  more  of  the  following: 

a.  Pronghorn 

b.  Mule  deer 

c.  Elk 

d.  Bighorn  sheep 

e.  Moose 

f.  Spring,  summer  conflict 

g.  Winter,  fall  conflict 
h.  Insufficient  grasses 
i.      Insufficient  forbs 

j.      Insufficient  shrubs 

6.  The  existing  AMP  is  no  longer  meeting  the 

management  objectives  set  forth 
for  this  allotment. 

7.  Certain  portions  of  this  allotment  have 

excessive  sagebrush  canopy,  which  reduces 
the  amount  of  desirable  forage  available 
for  both  wildlife  and  livestock. 


8.  Excessive  soil  erosion  is  occurring  on  certain 

portions  of  the  allotment  because  of  a  lack 
of  vegetative  cover. 

9.  Continuous  early  spring  grazing  is  resulting 

in  stress  to  desirable  forage  species  that 
require  rest  or  regrowth  opportunities  during 
this  critical  growing  period. 


10.  Trailing  requirements  through  this 
allotment  have  resulted  in  overutilization 
of  route  areas  and  the  mixing  of  existing 
livestock. 

11.  Plant  and  animal  pests  have  posed  a 
problem  to  the  livestock  and  vegetative 
productivity  of  the  allotment. 

12.  Recreational  activities  by  the  public  are 
resulting  in  gates  being  left  open.  This 
causes  livestock  to  drift  in  and  out  of 
authorized  areas. 

13.  Some  of  the  vegetative  sites  in  the 
allotment  are  producing  well 

below  the  potential  in  both  quality  and 
quantity  levels.  Changes  in 
grazing  management  alone  will  not 
constitute  a  response. 


Monitor  actual  numbers  of  both  livestock  and 
wildlife  during  critical  periods  to  determine 
appropriate  or  acceptable  levels.  Actions  may 
then  be  necessary  to  redistribute  large 
concentrations  of  animals. 


6.  Revise  existing  AMP  to  meet  the  operator's  needs 

to  develop  a  system  that  will  enhance  livestock 
grazing  use  and  other  resource  values. 

7.  Improve  forage  quality  through  the 

implementation  of  various  vegetative 
manipulations  such  as  prescribed  burning  or 
ripping  and  reseeding  (vegetative  manipulations 
are  described  in  this  appendix). 

8.  Improve  soil  stability  on  highly  erosive  soils 

by  constructing  improvement  projects  designed 
to  provide  watershed  stability. 

9.  Limit  the  number  of  livestock  on  the  allotment 

during  the  critical  spring  season  to  a  level 
that  will  provide  appropriate  utilization 
objectives.  These  objectives  will  be 
developed  in  consultation  and  coordination  with 
the  affected  permittee  to  meet  the  needs  of 
both  the  operator  and  the  affected  resource. 

10.  Trailing  will  be  authorized  on  existing 
stock  trails  consistent  with  the  overall 
objectives  set  forth  for  the  allotments 
affected. 

11.  Act  in  cooperation  with  other  affected  landowners 
and  agencies  to  control  concentrations  of  noxious 
weeds  or  pests. 

12.  Install  cattle  guards  in  various  trouble 
locations  to  minimize  the 
probability  of  livestock  drifting. 

13.  Restore  productivity  of  these  sites 
through  the  implementation  of  various 
mechanical  treatments. 
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TABLE  G-3  (Continued) 

PROBLEMS,  CONFLICTS  AND  OPPORTUNITIES 
IN  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 


Part  One  (Continued) 


Types  of  Problems  and  Conflicts 


Management  Opportunities 


14.  The  placement  of  supplemental  feed  on  and 
around  public  lands  has  resulted  in  locally 
depleted  range  conditions. 


15.  There  is  stress  on  the  available  vegetative 
resources  of  the  area  from  the  present 
wild  horse  population  and  the  existing 
livestock  grazing  preference. 


16.  Bentonite  exploration  and  mining  is 
resulting  in  conflicts  with  existing 
livestock  grazing. 


17.  Periodic  ORV  use  within  the  allotment  is 
resulting  in  accelerated  erosion  on  areas 
with  fragile  soils. 


14.  Through  consultation,  and  coordination  with  the 
affected  permittee,  develop  a  system  of  rotating 
the  feed  locations  throughout  the  allotment. 
Options  also  may  exist  to  place  the  required 
supplement  material  on  private  lands  within 

the  allotment,  if  fenced. 

15.  Monitor  forage  utilization  by  both  wild 
horses  and  livestock  to  determine 
acceptable  levels  of  both  species. 
Supplement  data  with  aerial  reconnaissance 
of  the  wild  horse  herd  areas  to  develop 
distribution  patterns  of  the  wild  horse 
population. 

16.  In  coordination  with  the  Wyoming  DEQ 
increase  abandonment  compliance 
requirements  to  ensure  that  adequate 
reclamation  is  accomplished.  Adjust 
livestock  numbers  to  reflect  available 
forage  after  mining  claim  abandonment. 

17.  Restrict  ORV  use  to  existing  roads  and 
trails  in  the  affected  areas. 


Part  Two 

Allotment 

Management 

Number 

Resource  Conflict/Problem 

Opportunities 

1002 

1,2,5a,5f,5i, 13,15 

1,5,7,15 

1006 

4,5a,5b,5f,5i,8 

4,5,8 

1007 

4,8,13 

4,8,13 

1013 

3a,3e,5c,5g,5i 

3,5 

1014 

1,3a,4,5b,5g,5i,13 

1,3,4,5,13 

1015 

3a,4,5a,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,16 

3,4,5,16 

1018 

1,5c,5b,5g,5i,1 1-coyote 

1,5,11 

1023 

2,3e,4,5a,5b,5c,5g,5h,13 

2,3,4,5,13 

1027 

5b,5c,5d,5g,5h 

5 

1028 

2,3d 

2,3 

1031 

3e 

3 

1036 

1,2,16 

1,2,16 

1039 

2,4,5a,5b,5g,5h,5i 

2,4,5 

1041 

8 

8 

1049 

5a,5b,5f,5h,5i,5b,5g,5h,5i,7,9 

5,7,9 

1053 

8 

8 

1059 

1,3g,4,5a,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,5j 

1,3,4,5 

1060 

2,3g,4,5a,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,9,11-coyote,12 

2,3,4,5,9,11,12 

1064 

3f,4 

3,4 

1069 

4,14 

4,14 

1073 

4,6,1 1  -prairie  dogs 

4,6,11 

1075 

3b,4,5a,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,9 

3,4,5,9 

1079 

13 

4 

1080 

3h,5a,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,5j,6,8 

3,5,6,8 

1505 

4,5b,5f,5q,5h,5i,16 

4,5,16 
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TABLE  G-3  (Continued) 

PROBLEMS,  CONFLICTS  AND  OPPORTUNITIES 
IN  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 


Part  Two  (Continued) 

Allotment 

Management 

Number 

Resource  Conflict/Problem 

Opportunities 

1506 

5b,5g,5h,5i 

5 

1509 

3c,5b,5c,5g,5h,5i,5j 

3,5 

1516 

3q,4,5b,5f,5h,5i,5b,5c,5g,5h,,5i,8,9 

3,4,5,8,9 

1522 

3h,5b,5g,5h,5i,5j 

3,5 

1528 

5b,5g,5h,5i 

5 

1529 

4,5b,5f,5h,5i,5b,5g,5h,5i,5j 

4,5 

1534 

5b,5c,5g,5h,7,8,9 

5,7,8,9 

1541 

5b,5c,5g,5h,5i,5j 

5 

2504 

3m,3n,3j,5a,5b,5c,5d,5e,5g,5h,5i,17 

3,5,17 

3004 

3l,3i,5a,5b,5c,5d,5g,5h,7 

3,5,7 

3008 

4,5a,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,5j,1 1-prairie  dogs 

4,5,11 

3012 

4,5a,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,10 

4,5,10 

3029 

3o,4,5a,5b,5g,5h,5i,5j,5a,5b,5f,5h,5i,7,12 

3,4,5,7,12 

3035 

1,3k,3o,4,5a,5b,5f,5h,5i,5a,5b,5g,5h,5i, 
5j,8,13 

1,3,4,5,8,13 

3047 

5a,5d,5f,5h,5a,5b,5c,5g,5h,5j 

5 

3051 

3d,4 

3d,4 

3053 

4,5a,5b,5c,5d,5e,5f,5h,5b,5c,5d,5e, 
5g,5h,5i,5j,6,7,12 

4,5,6,7,12 

3059 

3p,4,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,16 

3,4,5,16 

3067 

3g,4,5a,5b,5f,5g,5i,9,11-coyote,12,15 

3,4,5,9,11,12,15 

3068 

3k,3g,4,5a,5b,5g,5h,5i,5j,8,12 

3,4,5,8,12 

3069 

4,5a,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,5j,7,12 

4,5,7,12 

3091 

3o,4,5a, 5b, 5f,5g,5h,5i, 10,12 

3,4,5,10,12 

3102 

3g,4,5a,5b,5f,5g,5h,5i,7,9,10 

3,4,5,7,9,10 

3104 

1,4,5a,5b,5f,5h,5i,5a,5b,5g,5h,5i,5j,8 

1,4,5,8 

3112 

4,5a,5b,5g,5h,5i,8 

4,5,8 
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PROPOSALS  FOR 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT  BY 
ALTERNATIVE 

Table  G-4  lists  allotment-specific  proposals  for 
range  methods  and  treatments  under  each  alter- 
native. 

Table  G-5  shows  the  proposed  stocking  level 
for  each  allotment  under  each  alternative. 


PROCEDURES  FOR  RANGE 
IMPROVEMENT  PROJECTS 

Procedures  and  Regulations 

The  following  is  a  discussion  on  the  standard 
operating  procedures  and  regulations  that  govern 
the  development  of  range  improvement  projects 
in  the  planning  area.  A  number  of  specific  design 
features  not  mentioned  here  also  may  be  incorpo- 
rated in  the  construction  of  such  projects;  for 
example,  a  requirement  for  a  specific  color  of 
fence  post  to  minimize  the  impacts  associated 
with  visual  quality.  These  types  of  mitigative  spec- 
ifications will  be  incorporated  individually  into  a 
required  environmental  assessment. 

The  following  procedures  would  be  followed  in 
the  construction  of  all  management  facilities  and 
the  implementation  of  vegetative  manipulations. 

To  ensure  the  protection  of  other  resources 
that  could  be  adversely  affected,  an  environ- 
mental assessment  would  be  required  before 
the  development  and/or  approval  of  any 
range  improvement  project  proposed  on  pub- 
lic lands  . 

All  range  improvement  projects  involving 
surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  inven- 
toried for  prehistoric  and  historic  features  to 
comply  with  the  National  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Act  of  1966,  36  CFR  800,  and  Executive 
Order  11593.  All  sites  found  during  such 
inventories  would  be  protected,  where  feasi- 
ble. If  buried  sites  were  discovered  during 
construction,  operations  would  cease  until 
such  time  as  BLM  could  evaluate  the  discov- 
ery and  determine  the  appropriate  actions. 

The  construction  or  development  of  a  range 
improvement  project  would  be  denied  if  the 
proposal  would  affect  or  jeopardize  the  con- 


tinued existence  of  federally  listed  threat- 
ened or  endangered  plant  or  animal  species 
and/or  its  habitat.  Consultation  and  coordina- 
tion with  the  USFWS  would  be  required 
under  such  conditions  to  determine  accept- 
able mitigating  measures  to  avoid  possible  im- 
pacts. 

The  development  of  new  range  improvement 
projects  or  the  maintenance  of  existing  facil- 
ities within  wilderness  study  areas  would  fol- 
low the  guidelines  set  forth  in  the  BLM's  In- 
terim Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  tor 
Land  Under  Wilderness  Review  (USD I,  BLM 
1979,  1983). 

Specific  schedules  would  be  set  for  the  con- 
struction of  projects  in  critical  wildlife  areas 
such  as  winter  ranges,  fawning/calving  areas, 
or  strutting  grounds  to  avoid  possible  stress 
of  the  species  involved. 

All  actions  would  address  the  BLM's  visual 
resource  management  criteria  in  the  project 
planning  stages  for  activities  that  would 
affect  the  existing  landscape,  disturb  the 
soils,  or  remove  vegetation.  This  type  of  anal- 
ysis would  determine  the  amount  of  contrast 
that  would  exist  between  the  proposal  and 
the  landscape  so  that  actions  required  to 
reduce  the  visual  impacts  could  be  deter- 
mined. 

Cooperative  agreements  or  range  improve- 
ment permits  would  be  required  on  all  proj- 
ects constructed  on  public  landssothat  main- 
tenance responsibilities  for  those  projects 
could  be  assigned. 

Benefit/cost  analysis  would  be  conducted  on 
all  projects  before  approval  to  determine  if 
there  would  be  a  positive  economic  return  on 
investment. 


Structural  Projects 


Fences 

Fencing  is  one  of  many  ways  of  controlling  wild 
and  domestic  animals  to  achieve  resource  man- 
agement objectives  within  specific  areas.  It  is  com- 
monly used  on  range  and  forested  lands  to  con- 
trol domestic  livestock,  to  exclude  certain 
livestock  and  wildlife  species  from  hazard,  study, 
or  regeneration  areas,  and  to  gain  uniform  distri- 
bution of  livestock  for  proper  utilization  of  the 
range  or  for  protection  of  human  and  cultural 
values.  Fencing  also  has  been  used  in  the  past  for 
the  protection  of  riparian  zones  for  restoration 
purposes. 
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TABLE  G-5 
PROPOSED  STOCKING  RATES  BY  ALTERNATIVE 


Alternative  A  Alternative  B  Alternative  C  Alternative  D     (Preferred) 

Allotment     Short-term     Long-term     Short-term     Long-term     Short-term     Long-term       Short-term        Long-term 
number         (AUMS)1  (AUMS)         (AUMS)2         (AUMS)  (AUMSP         (AUMS)  (AUMS)*  (AUMS) 


SECTION  3  PERMITS 

0632 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

0666 

755 

755 

552 

715 

552 

715 

755 

872 

0677 

25 

161 

124 

124 

115 

133 

124 

124 

1001 

1,044 

1,044 

1,044 

1,044 

1,044 

1,044 

1,044 

1,044 

1002 

683 

656 

718 

822 

503 

1,028 

656-718 

907 

1003 

741 

741 

1,143 

1,143 

1,143 

1,143 

1,143 

1,143 

1004 

45 

45 

45 

45 

45 

45 

45 

35 

1005 

137 

137 

137 

137 

137 

137 

137 

137 

1006 

945 

2,074 

2,395 

2,370 

960 

1,930 

1,578-2,395 

1,689 

1007 

757 

3,375 

3,504 

3,596 

2,453 

3,105 

2,500-3,504 

2,640 

1008 

177 

255 

251 

251 

251 

251 

251 

241 

1010 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

6 

16 

11 

1012 

472 

472 

472 

472 

472 

472 

472 

472 

1013 

1,148 

1,515 

1,477 

1,592 

1,034 

1,516 

1,456-1,477 

1,456 

1014 

517 

718 

664 

679 

468 

763 

468-664 

468 

1015 

721 

498 

1,194 

613 

307 

605 

449-1194 

479 

1016 

21 

21 

21 

40 

21 

21 

21 

40 

1017 

73 

128 

128 

147 

128 

128 

128 

147 

1018 

395 

494 

395 

644 

310 

517 

394-395 

394 

1019 

18 

18 

18 

23 

18 

18 

18 

23 

1020 

110 

110 

110 

110 

110 

110 

110 

110 

1023 

571 

525 

889 

994 

318 

559 

619-889 

619 

1024 

67 

119 

67 

119 

67 

67 

67 

119 

1025 

175 

229 

175 

229 

175 

175 

175 

229 

1026 

221 

206 

190 

241 

190 

190 

190 

241 

1027 

1,434 

1,931 

1,467 

2,198 

1,027 

1,383 

1,466-1,467 

1,466 

1028 

1,500 

2,243 

1,942 

2,470 

1,942 

1,942 

1,941-1,942 

2,038 

1029 

129 

259 

129 

259 

129 

129 

129 

259 

1031 

383 

763 

524 

1,001 

403 

778 

524 

763 

1032 

343 

359 

343 

359 

343 

343 

343 

359 

1033 

145 

84 

145 

145 

145 

145 

145 

145 

1034 

192 

192 

192 

192 

192 

192 

192 

114 

1035 

145 

145 

145 

145 

145 

145 

145 

98 

1036 

277 

585 

461 

608 

323 

547 

402-461 

422 

1037 

908 

908 

908 

908 

908 

908 

908 

704 

1038 

154 

407 

308 

486 

308 

308 

308 

486 

1039 

2,251 

1,756 

2,325 

2,666 

1,628 

2,287 

1,809-2,325 

1,809 

1040 

82 

82 

82 

82 

82 

82 

82 

68 

1041 

371 

628 

531 

709 

372 

627 

485-531 

523 

1042 

107 

158 

132 

132 

132 

132 

132 

90 

1043 

279 

454 

408 

487 

408 

408 

408 

487 

1044 

66 

66 

66 

66 

66 

66 

66 

66 

1046 

47 

47 

47 

74 

47 

47 

47 

74 

1047 

40 

40 

41 

78 

41 

41 

41 

78 

1048 

38 

70 

64 

102 

64 

64 

64 

102 

1049 

81 

94 

101 

204 

71 

106 

100-101 

161 

1050 

156 

156 

156 

156 

156 

156 

156 

112 

1051 

131 

345 

559 

559 

131 

345 

559 

559 

1052 

160 

220 

279 

279 

160 

220 

279 

222 

1053 

487 

1,025 

753 

1,230 

542 

970 

749-753 

765 

1054 

554 

567 

580 

769 

554 

567 

580 

769 

1055 

46 

46 

46 

154 

46 

46 

46 

154 

1056 

137 

163 

181 

432 

137 

163 

181 

432 

1057 

155 

155 

155 

155 

155 

155 

155 

155 

1058 

39 

39 

39 

45 

39 

39 

39 

45 

1059 

1,584 

1,204 

2,159 

1,827 

764 

1,267 

1,066-2,159 

1,119 

1060 

3,008 

2,076 

3,885 

3,422 

1,313 

2,540 

2,085-3,885 

2,189 

1061 

200 

200 

200 

204 

200 

200 

200 

204 

1062 

319 

319 

319 

319 

319 

319 

319 

319 
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TABLE  G-5  (Continued) 
PROPOSED  STOCKING  RATES  BY  ALTERNATIVE 


Alternative  A 

Alternative  B 

Alternative  C 

Alternative  D 

(Preferred) 

Allotment 

Short-term 

Long-term 

Short-term 

Long-term 

Short-term 

Long-term 

Short-term 

Long-term 

number 

(AUMS)1 

(AUMS) 

(AUMS)2 

(AUMS) 

(AUMS)3 

(AUMS) 

(AUMS)4 

(AUMS) 

SECTION  3  PERMITS  (Continued) 

1064 

644 

406 

657 

673 

134 

355 

407-657 

502 

1065 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

1066 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

1067 

331 

331 

331 

331 

331 

331 

331 

331 

1068 

169 

169 

169 

169 

169 

169 

169 

90 

1069 

1,539 

643 

1,539 

1,108 

397 

788 

643-1,539 

675 

1072 

71 

71 

71 

71 

71 

71 

71 

71 

1073 

1,123 

1,550 

1,411 

1,411 

1,123 

1,495 

806-1,411 

846 

1074 

27 

27 

27 

27 

27 

27 

27 

27 

1075 

876 

701 

1,089 

772 

233 

554 

371-1,089 

446 

1076 

47 

47 

47 

47 

47 

47 

47 

47 

1078 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

1079 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

1080 

4,463 

4,018 

4,463 

4,734 

2,633 

3,761 

3,000-4,463 

3,175 

1081 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

1082 

7 

45 

33 

33 

33 

33 

33 

33 

1083 

225 

225 

225 

225 

225 

225 

225 

225 

1084 

11 

11 

11 

18 

11 

11 

11 

18 

1085 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

1086 

309 

552 

309 

522 

309 

309 

309 

522 

1501 

180 

200 

200 

247 

180 

190 

200 

247 

1505 

154 

127 

237 

248 

57 

172 

127-237 

127 

1506 

4 

4 

4 

13 

3 

3 

3-4 

9 

1509 

158 

186 

192 

560 

134 

244 

191-192 

191 

1516 

325 

325 

325 

587 

228 

518 

323-325 

350 

1522 

92 

92 

92 

167 

64 

84 

91-92 

91 

1528 

25 

25 

25 

69 

23 

48 

24-25 

24 

1529 

21 

21 

21 

8 

0 

8 

8-21 

8 

1532 

96 

316 

482 

482 

482 

482 

482 

482 

1533 

2 

12 

12 

15 

12 

12 

12 

15 

1534 

189 

394 

189 

532 

163 

333 

188-189 

299 

1538 

1,029 

987 

1,061 

1,061 

1,029 

1,061 

1,061 

1,061 

1540 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1541 

51 

64 

64 

90 

45 

63 

63-64 

66 

Section  3  Permits  subtotal 

38,141 

44,001 

49,284 

44,705 

32,686 

44,219 

38,584 

41,368 

SECTION  15  LEASES 

2502 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

2504 

482 

926 

804 

780 

563 

1,173 

778-804 

778 

2511 

127 

127 

127 

127 

127 

127 

127 

127 

2519 

156 

156 

156 

156 

156 

156 

156 

156 

2523 

144 

144 

144 

144 

144 

144 

144 

144 

2524 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

2528 

140 

140 

140 

140 

140 

140 

140 

140 

2532 

1,234 

1,244 

1,245 

1,245 

1,234 

1,239 

1,245 

1,245 

2535 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

2544 

403 

412 

408 

408 

408 

408 

408 

408 

2545 

1,630 

1,634 

1,632 

1,632 

1,632 

1,632 

1,632 

1,632 

2551 

820 

820 

820 

820 

820 

820 

820 

820 

2553 

317 

317 

317 

317 

317 

317 

317 

317 

2561 

935 

1,059 

1,059 

1,059 

935 

997 

1,059 

1,059 

3001 

135 

335 

235 

235 

235 

235 

235 

235 

3002 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

3003 

323 

329 

326 

326 

326 

326 

326 

326 

3004 

635 

579 

579 

1223 

405 

859 

574-579 

801 

3005 

39 

39 

39 

39 

39 

39 

39 

39 

3006 

185 

185 

185 

185 

185 

185 

185 

185 

3007 

332 

332 

332 

332 

332 

332 

332 

332 
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TABLE  G-5  (Continued) 
PROPOSED  STOCKING  RATES  BY  ALTERNATIVE 


Alternative  A  Alternative  B 

Allotment     Short-term      Long-term      Short-term      Long-term 
number         (AUMS)1  (AUMS)  (AUMS)2         (AUMS) 


Alternative  C  Alternative  D      (Preferred) 

Short-term      Long-term        Short-term        Long-term 
(AUMSP  (AUMS)  (AUMS)4  (AUMS) 


SECTION  15  LEASES  (Continued) 

3008 

17 

7 

18 

19 

0 

6 

7-18 

7 

3009 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

3010 

94 

94 

94 

94 

94 

94 

94 

94 

3011 

1.040 

1,040 

1,040 

1,040 

1,040 

1,040 

1,040 

1,040 

3012 

134 

31 

134 

134 

17 

45 

31-134 

31 

3013 

31 

31 

31 

31 

31 

31 

31 

31 

3014 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

3015 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3017 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3018 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

3019 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

3020 

43 

43 

43 

43 

43 

43 

43 

43 

3021 

68 

68 

68 

68 

68 

68 

68 

68 

3022 

202 

202 

202 

202 

202 

202 

202 

202 

3023 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

3024 

56 

56 

56 

56 

56 

56 

56 

56 

3025 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

3026 

37 

37 

37 

37 

37 

37 

37 

37 

3027 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

120 

3028 

230 

230 

230 

230 

230 

230 

230 

230 

3029 

2,456 

797 

2,489 

1,141 

410 

665 

806-2,489 

874 

3030 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

3032 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

3033 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

3034 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

3035 

2,825 

1,102 

2,825 

2,882 

156 

1,389 

1,099-2,825 

1,407 

3036 

36 

44 

36 

36 

36 

39 

36 

36 

3037 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3038 

31 

35 

35 

35 

31 

33 

35 

35 

3040 

28 

28 

28 

28 

28 

28 

28 

28 

3041 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

3042 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

3043 

198 

198 

198 

198 

198 

198 

198 

198 

3044 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

3045 

38 

38 

38 

38 

38 

38 

38 

38 

3046 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

3047 

72 

82 

72 

113 

50 

61 

71-72 

71 

3048 

591 

591 

591 

591 

591 

591 

591 

591 

3049 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

70 

3050 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

3051 

236 

236 

236 

236 

236 

236 

236 

112 

3052 

4,038 

4,038 

4,038 

4,038 

4,038 

4,038 

4,038 

4,038 

3053 

3,248 

1,799 

3,248 

2,201 

432 

3,378 

1,617-3,248 

1,799 

3054 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

3055 

44 

44 

44 

44 

44 

44 

44 

44 

3056 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

3057 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3058 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

3059 

206 

107 

206 

233 

62 

112 

130-206 

151 

3060 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

3062 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

3063 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

3064 

365 

365 

365 

365 

365 

365 

365 

365 

3065 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

3066 

49 

49 

49 

49 

49 

49 

49 

49 

3067 

1,123 

1,189 

1,555 

2,013 

1,089 

1,479 

1,154-1,555 

1,211 

3068 

610 

179 

851 

378 

177 

337 

252-851 

312 

3069 

394 

123 

396 

494 

22 

203 

171-396 

372 

3070 

43 

43 

43 

43 

43 

43 

43 

43 

3071 

210 

210 

211 

211 

211 

211 

211 

211 
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TABLE  G-5  (Continued) 
PROPOSED  STOCKING  RATES  BY  ALTERNATIVE 


Alternative  A 

Alternative  B 

Alternative  C 

Alternative  D 

(Preferred) 

Allotment 

Short-term 

Long-term 

Short-term 

Long-term 

Short-term 

Long-term 

Short-term 

Long-term 

number 

(AUMS)' 

(AUMS) 

(AUMS)2 

(AUMS) 

(AUMS)3 

(AUMS) 

(AUMS)4 

(AUMS) 

SECTION  15  LEASES  (Continued) 

3072 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

3073 

605 

302 

605 

605 

482 

482 

605 

373 

3074 

63 

63 

63 

63 

63 

63 

63 

63 

3075 

30 

30 

30 

30 

30 

30 

30 

30 

3076 

168 

168 

168 

168 

68 

68 

68 

68 

3078 

40 

37 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

37 

3079 

864 

864 

864 

864 

864 

864 

864 

864 

3080 

95 

95 

95 

95 

95 

95 

95 

95 

3081 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

60 

3082 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

3083 

40 

27 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

27 

3084 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

3085 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

3086 

2,696 

2,696 

2,696 

2,696 

2,696 

2,696 

2,696 

2,629 

3087 

229 

229 

229 

229 

229 

229 

229 

229 

3088 

275 

182 

275 

275 

275 

275 

275 

182 

3089 

87 

89 

89 

89 

89 

87 

89 

89 

3090 

344 

344 

344 

344 

344 

344 

344 

344 

3091 

2,051 

2,046 

2,297 

2,767 

1,608 

2,141 

2,046-2,297 

2,095 

3092 

21 

31 

26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

3093 

215 

215 

215 

215 

215 

215 

215 

215 

3094 

271 

329 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

300 

3095 

177 

177 

177 

177 

177 

177 

177 

177 

3096 

83 

83 

83 

83 

83 

83 

83 

83 

3097 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3098 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3099 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

3100 

65 

65 

65 

65 

65 

65 

65 

65 

3101 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

3102 

1,056 

346 

1,182 

916 

301 

665 

477-1,182 

689 

3104 

200 

49 

259 

149 

19 

58 

72-259 

79 

3105 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3106 

134 

134 

134 

134 

134 

134 

134 

134 

3107 

77 

77 

77 

77 

77 

77 

77 

77 

3108 

209 

209 

209 

209 

209 

209 

209 

209 

3109 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3110 

91 

45 

91 

91 

60 

75 

91 

45 

3111 

90 

254 

254 

254 

254 

254 

254 

254 

3112 

1,254 

376 

1,254 

1,001 

325 

589 

530-1,254 

545 

Section  15  Leases  subtotal 

39,755 

32,866 

41,611 

33,493 

28,685 

36,291 

33,157 

33,986 

PLANNING  AREA  TOTAL 

77,896 

76,867 

90,895 

93,577 

61,371 

80,510 

71,741 

75,354 

1  Stocking  rates  reflect  the  average  five-year  licensed  use  by  allotment. 

2  Proposed  stocking  rates  reflect  active  preference. 

3  Proposed  stocking  rates  are  at  a  level  required  to  provide  the  habitat  needs  of  WGFD  wildlife  population  objectives 
for  big  game  ungulates. 

4  Proposed  stocking  rates  range  from  the  suggested  stocking  rates  in  the  technical  range  site  guides  up  to  existing 
active  preference.  Suggested  stocking  levels  are  based  on  the  present  and  the  predicted  ecological  condition  of 
the  range  sites  in  the  allotment. 
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Fences  would  be  constructed  according  to  the 
specifications  outlined  in  BLM  Manual  Handbook 
H-1741-1  for  the  control  of  livestock  and  for  the 
protection  and  enhancement  of  wildlife  species 
and  their  habitats.  These  specifications  consider 
areas  of  seasonal  movement  by  big  game  species, 
big  game  habitat  areas,  critical  wildlife  habitat, 
wild  horse  range,  and  drainage  crossings  for  the 
development  of  standards  that  would  minimize 
effects  on  those  affected  resources. 

An  example  of  certain  stipulations  that  could  be 
applied  is  a  given  spacing  of  the  strands  and  total 
height  of  the  fence  that  will  allow  ease  of  move- 
ment by  certain  wildlife  species.  Variances  of 
these  requirementscan  beexercised  bytheautho- 
rized  officer  after  consultation  with  the  affected 
parties. 


Water  Developments 


General 

Water  developments  such  as  springs,  stock 
ponds,  reservoirs,  catchments,  pipeline  systems, 
and  wells  are  constructed  to  provide  water 
sources  for  both  domestic  and  wildlife  species,  to 
make  available  of  areas  otherwise  restricted  from 
livestock  grazing  because  of  the  lack  of  water,  and 
to  relieve  areas  associated  with  existing  watering 
facilities,  where  grazing  pressures  generally  are 
heavy. 


Springs 

The  development  of  a  spring  involves  the  place- 
ment of  a  collection  system  to  funnel  the  water 
into  a  buried  box  structure.  The  box  normally  is 
made  from  a  section  of  metal  culvert  with  a  cover 
and  an  outlet  fitting  in  which  a  delivery  pipe  is  con- 
nected. A  pipeline  delivers  the  water  to  an  outside 
trough  for  use  by  wildlife  and  livestock.  The 
spring  area  is  commonly  fenced  to  exclude  pos- 
sible damage  resulting  from  livestock. 


Catchments 

Catchments  are  constructed  with  the  use  of  an 
asphalt  or  butyl  lined  collection  pit  with  an 
attached  storage  tank.  Pipelines  are  then  used  to 
distribute  the  stored  water  source  to  various  loca- 
tions throughout  an  allotment  or  management 
area. 


Reservoirs 

Reservoir  sites  are  selected  on  the  basis  of  spe- 
cific   allotment    management    objectives    and 


through  consultation  with  hydrologists,  engi- 
neers, range  conservationists,  and  the  affected 
permittees.  BLM  guidelines  and  specifications 
are  followed  in  the  construction  of  dams  or  earth- 
work type  activities. 


Wells 

The  placement  of  a  well  is  based  on  geological 
reports  that  predict  the  probability  of  success  and 
determine  the  expected  depth  of  drilling  to 
reaching  the  aquifer.  All  federal,  state,  and  local 
regulations  are  observed  in  the  development  of 
groundwater  facilities. 


Pipelines 

Whenever  practical,  pipelines  are  buried  to  a 
depth  of  approximately  12-18  inches  to  protect 
them  from  adverse  weather  conditions  and  sur- 
face activities.  In  cases  where  soil  structures  or 
terrain  prevents  this  method,  the  pipeline  is 
placed  on  the  surface  of  the  ground  and  made  of 
a  higherquality  materials  to  avoid  orminimizethe 
above-mentioned  hazards.  Most  pipelines  have 
water  tanks  located  every  half-mile  along  the 
routes. 


Vegetative  Manipulations 


Prescribed  Burning 

Prescribed  burning  generally  is  an  acceptable 
method  of  reducing  the  amount  of  sagebrush  that 
has  increased  to  an  undesirable  level.  It  would  be 
initiated  through  consultation  among  DEQ, 
WGFD,  BLM,  the  affected  landowners,  and 
owners  of  adjacent  property.  Burning  in  the 
spring  before  perennial  growth  or  in  the  fall  after 
the  desirable  grasses  have  become  dormant 
achieves  the  best  results.  Burn  plans  that  identify 
specific  operational  procedures  would  be  devel- 
oped before  burning  is  carried  out. 

Reseeding  after  the  burn  would  be  authorized 
for  areas  or  vegetative  communities  not  capable 
of  natural  regeneration.  Seed  mixtures  would  be 
prescribed  on  the  basis  of  adaptability,  manage- 
ment objectives,  and  surrounding  vegetation  of 
the  area.  Seedbed  preparation  normally  would 
not  be  required. 


Contour  Furrowing 

The  primary  objective  of  contour  furrowing  is 
to  retain  water  on  the  land  and  prevent  erosion 
through  the  development  of  an  increased  forage 
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yield.  The  spacing  and  depth  of  the  furrows  vary 
depending  on  the  soils,  terrain,  and  overall  objec- 
tives on  the  site,  but  furrows  commonly  are 
spaced  2  feet  apart  and  made  4  to  8  inches  deep. 
A  seed  mixture  is  applied  to  speed  up  the  recovery 
rate  of  the  natural  community.  Species  to  be 
seeded  would  be  selected  to  meet  management 
objectives  developed  for  the  allotment. 


ture  penetration.  The  depth  of  penetration 
depends  on  the  depth  of  the  restrictive  layer,  but 
it  generally  ranges  from  10  to  36  inches.  Because 
of  the  high  costs  associated  with  this  method,  this 
technique  would  be  limited  to  responsive  sites 
that  will  yield  a  high  rate  of  return.  A  seed  mixture 
would  be  selected  on  the  basis  of  adaptability  and 
specific  allotment  objectives. 


Interseeding 

Interseeding  is  considered  an  alternative  to 
complete  seedbed  preparation  when  erosion  haz- 
ards are  too  high,  the  preparation  and  costs  of  pre- 
paring a  seedbed  are  undesirable,  or  the  overall 
objective  is  to  modify  or  restore  rather  than  to 
replace  the  existing  plant  stand.  The  primary  pur- 
pose of  interseeding  is  to  reestablish  native  plant 
communities  of  higher  successional  order  than 
the  existing  ones  and  to  raise  overall  range  con- 
dition to  fair  or  good  in  a  relatively  short  time. 

Periods  of  rest  from  livestock  are  essential  fol- 
lowing interseeding.  Closely  regulated  grazing 
may  be  required  for  several  years  to  protect  the 
young  seedlings  (which  the  grazing  animals  pre- 
fer) until  stability  and  establishment  have 
occurred. 


Chemical  Treatments 

The  application  of  chemicals  for  the  control  of 
noxious  weeds  and  sagebrush  would  be  cleared 
by  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Interior.  Specific 
methods  of  applying  chemicals  on  the  ground 
would  be  used  for  the  control  of  noxious  weeds 
and  the  reduction  of  sagebrush  canopies  that 
have  increased  to  undesirable  levels.  All  applica- 
tions of  chemicals  would  be  accomplished  under 
the  environmental  constraints  of  the  Big  Horn 
Basin  Designated  Noxious  Weed  Treatment  Pro- 
gram and  the  Northwest  Area  Noxious  Weed  Con- 
trol Environmental  Statement.  Only  four  herbi- 
cide formulations  will  be  approved  for  use  on 
public  lands  at  this  time:  picloram,  glyphosate, 
2.4-D  and  dicamba.  Other  formulations  may  be 
approved  in  the  future  if  an  acceptable  "worst 
case  analysis"  is  performed  for  the  specific  chem- 
ical. Water  quality  monitoring  of  treated  areas  will 
be  established  according  to  the  criteria  outlined 
in  the  Northwest  Area  Noxious  Weed  Control  Pro- 
gram Final  EIS. 


Ripping  and  Seeding 

The  purpose  of  ripping  is  to  break  up  com- 
pacted layers  that  are  restricting  root  and  mois- 


RANGE  MONITORING 
STUDIES 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  monitoring  studies  is  to  provide 
the  data  needed  for  making  management  deci- 
sions, determining  the  effectiveness  of  on-the- 
ground  management  actions,  and  evaluating 
progress  toward  meeting  management  objectives 
on  high  priority  allotments.  Management  objec- 
tives in  the  planning  area  are  (a)  to  gather  ade- 
quate data  on  all  "I"  and  "M"  category  allotments, 
(b)  to  determine  the  effects  of  management 
actions  on  the  rangeland  resources,  and  (c)  to  pro- 
vide quantifiable  data  needed  to  support  manage- 
ment decisions.  All  monitoring  plans  will  follow 
BLM  Manual  4400,  Technical  References  4400-1 
through  4,  Instruction  Memo  87-236,  and  the  Wy- 
oming Monitoring  Handbook  (H-4423-1)  as  mod- 
ified. 


Methods 

A  formal  evaluation  of  any  allotment  or  manage- 
ment unit  must  examine  the  effects  of  consump- 
tive uses  in  that  area,  such  as  livestock  grazing, 
wild  horses,  and  wildlife.  A  high  degree  of  inter- 
disciplinary coordination  will  ensure  that  multiple 
use  principles  are  considered  and  that  all  inter- 
ested and  affected  parties  are  involved  in  the 
development  of  the  objectives.  These  objectives 
must  be  meaningful,  specific,  and  measurable. 

The  monitoring  studies  established  in  specific 
allotments  where  wildlife-livestock  conflicts  have 
been  identified  will  be  designed  to  provide  infor- 
mation for  wildlife  and  range  management  person- 
nel to  determine  actual  problems  or  conflicts.  At 
a  minimum,  information  will  be  needed  on  actual 
use  levels  and  forage  utilization  by  each  ungulate 
species  involved.  This  will  require  close  coopera- 
tion and  specific  input  from  the  WGFD  during  the 
planning,  implementation,  and  analysis  of  the 
monitoring  studies. 
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Data  will  be  collected  in  areas  identified  in  the 
McCullough  Peaks  Wild  Horse  Herd  Area  Manage- 
ment Plan  (USDI,  BLM  1985)  during  winter 
through  aerial  and  ground  observations.  Actual 
numbers,  distribution  patterns,  and  utilization  lev- 
els specific  to  the  wild  horses  will  be  determined 
to  provide  feasible  baseline  data  for  determining 
impacts. 


Monitoring 

Monitoring  plans  will  include  consultation, 
cooperation,  and  coordination  with  range  users 
both  before  and  during  the  development  of  allot- 
ment monitoring  studies.  The  most  important 
objective  is  to  develop  trust,  understanding,  and 
a  sound  working  relationship  between  BLM  and 
the  users.  Range  users  can  help  with  the  monitor- 
ing plan  by  collecting  ground  data,  making  obser- 
vations, and  providing  specific  operational  expe- 
rience that  the  individual  range  specialist  may 
lack. 

Monitoring  objectives  for  the  state  of  Wyoming 
are  consistent  with  those  identified  for  the  BLM 
in  BLM  instruction  memorandum  86-706.  In 
general,  the  instruction  memorandum  directs  that 
adequate  data  be  collected  on  all  "I"  and  "M"  cate- 
gory allotments  to  determine  the  effects  of  man- 
agement actions  on  rangeland  resources  and  to 
provide  quantifiable  data  needed  to  support  man- 
agement decisions.  Objectives  for  each  specific 
allotment  will  be  developed  in  conjunction  with 
the  range  user  and  other  interested  parties.  These 
specific  objectives  will  be  included  in  allotment 
monitoring  plans  that  will  be  prepared  in  conjunc- 
tion with  allotment  grazing  plans. 


The  method,  amount  and  intensity  of  monitor- 
ing established  and  conducted  for  each  allotment 
will  vary  depending  on  category,  resource  values, 
and  specific  allotment  objectives.  High  intensity 
monitoring  will  be  implemented  in  allotments 
identified  as  top  "I"  priority.  Low-intensity  moni- 
toring studies  will  be  carried  out  on  the  remaining 
lower  priority  "I"  and  "M"  category  allotments  so 
that  significant  changes  in  current  management 
or  resource  values  can  be  detected. 

High-intensity  studies  provide  sufficient  data  to 
support  decisions  that  establish  grazing  capaci- 
ties, seasons  of  use,  and  the  kind  and  number  of 
grazing  animals  by  allotment.  Studies  at  this  level 
of  monitoring  are  those  that  determine  actual  use 
and  forage  utilization  as  well  as  climatic  studies. 

Annual  production  data  will  be  collected  to 
relate  forage  utilization  levels  to  an  annual 
amount  of  biomass.  Trend  studies  will  be  used 
along  with  annual  climatic  data  and  information 
on  actual  use  and  forage  utilization  to  analyze  the 
effectiveness  of  the  management  decisions  taken 
to  achieve  specific  allotment  objectives. 

Low-intensity  studies  are  those  that  detect 
undesirable  changes  in  existing  range  condition 
that  could  warrant  re-evaluation  of  the  priority  or 
category  for  that  allotment.  At  a  minimum,  such 
studies  include  an  allotment  inspection  and  the 
completion  of  form  WY  4120-2  (which  indicates 
when  the  allotment  was  inspected)  and  form  WY 
4120-3  (on  which  the  employee  records  consulta- 
tion with  the  operator,  vegetation  condition,  kind 
and  location  of  livestock,  range  improvements 
and  management  practices,  and  other  informa- 
tion noted).  This  document  and  monitoring  will  be 
required  at  least  every  five  years.  Actual  use  data 
will  be  submitted  for  all  "I"  and  "M"  allotments. 
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APPENDIX  J 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 


INTRODUCTION 

Seven  areas  have  been  considered  for  possible 
designation  as  areas  of  critical  environ  mental  con- 
cern (ACECs)  in  this  RMP/EIS.  Five  of  these  were 
discussed  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS:  The  Carter  Moun- 
tain Alpine  Tundra  area,  Chapman  Bench,  the 
Five  Springs  Falls  area,  Little  Mountain,  and 
Sheep  Mountain  Anticline.  The  locations  of  these 
areas  are  shown  on  maps  30  through  36  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  Two  additional  ACEC  proposals 
are  described  forthe  first  time  in  this  final  EIS:  the 
Clarks  Fork  Canyon  proposed  ACEC  and  the  Wild- 
life Winter  Support  Habitat  proposed  ACEC. 

To  be  designated  an  ACEC,  an  area  must  meet 
criteria  for  relevance  and  importance  as  man- 
dated in  43  CFR  1610.7-2a.  That  legislation  indi- 
cates that  an  area  must  possess  "a  significant  his- 
toric, cultural,  or  scenic  value;  a  fish  and  wildlife 
resource  or  other  natural  system  or  process;  or 
natural  hazard"  (relevance)  and  that  the  value 
described  must  have  "substantial  significance 
and  values"  with  "qualities  of  more  than  local  sig- 
nificance and  special  worth,  consequence,  mean- 
ing, distinctiveness,  or  cause  for  concern,"  espe- 
cially when  compared  to  like  or  similar  resources 
(importance).  Designation  may  be  appropriate  if 
qualities  or  circumstances  are  present  that  make 
a  resource  fragile,  sensitive,  rare,  irreplaceable, 
endangered,  threatened,  or  vulnerable  to  adverse 
change. 

The  special  features  of  the  five  areas  are 
described  in  the  following  sections.  A  more 
detailed  report  on  the  areas  considered  for  desig- 
nation is  on  file  at  the  Cody  Resource  Area  office. 


CLARKS  FORK  CANYON 
PROPOSED  ACEC 

Introduction 

Many  reviewers  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  requested 
ACEC  designation  for  the  mouth  of  the  Clarks 


Fork  Canyon.  These  reviewers  cited  the  canyon's 
highly  scenic  nature  and  the  need  to  support  a  rec- 
ommendation of  the  Shoshone  National  Forest 
that  identified  a  portion  of  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the 
Yellowstone  Riverfor  NWSRS  inclusion  (see  draft 
RMP/EIS,  page  177).  BLM  has  studied  about 
3,800  acres  at  the  mouth  of  the  Clarks  Fork  Can- 
yon for  possible  ACEC  designation. 


Relevance 

The  area  around  the  mouth  of  the  Clarks  Fork 
Canyon  contains  a  number  of  significant 
resources.  These  resources  include  the  scenic 
flat  iron  or  flying  buttress  rock  formations  at  the 
mouth  of  the  canyon,  peregrine  flacon  recovery 
habitat,  and  a  portion  of  the  Nez  Perce  National 
Historic  Trail.  These  resources  meet  ACEC  rele- 
vance criteria. 


Importance 

Scenic  resources,  comparable  or  better  than 
those  atthe  mouth  of  the  Clarks  Fork  Canyon,  can 
be  found  at  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  north  of 
Greybull,  and  along  the  west  slope  of  the  Bighorn 
Mountains.  The  Nez  Perce  Trail  is  of  national  sig- 
nificance, however,  the  one-quarter  mile  segment 
of  the  trail  that  would  cross  the  proposed  ACEC 
is  not  more  significant  than  other  portions  of  the 
trail.  The  peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat  area 
in  the  mouth  of  the  canyon  does  not  have  any 
greater  significance  than  five  other  recovery 
areas  in  the  planning  area,  or  numerous  other 
peregrine  falcon  recovery  habitat  areas  that  exist 
in  the  Greater  Yellowstone  Ecosystem. 


Conclusions 

While  the  mouth  of  the  Clarks  Fork  Canyon  con- 
tains several  resources  that  are  significant,  these 
resources  do  not  meet  the  importance  criteria  nec- 
essary for  ACEC  designation. 
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WILDLIFE  WINTER 
SUPPORT  HABITAT 
PROPOSED  ACEC 

Introduction 

The  WGFD  and  the  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federa- 
tion (WWF)  proposed  the  designation  of  approx- 
imately 50,600  acres  of  overlapping  elk,  mule 
deer,  and  bighorn  sheep  crucial  winter  ranges  (as 
delineated  by  the  WGFD)  as  an  ACEC.  The  objec- 
tive of  ACEC  designation  management  would  be 
to  maintain  the  quality  of  overlapping  crucial  win- 
ter support  habitat. 

The  proposed  ACEC  is  located  in  the  planning 
area  along  the  Shoshone  National  Forest  bound- 
ary—primarily on  the  eastern  slope  of  the  Bear- 
tooth  Mountains,  Bald  Ridge,  and  Pat  O'Hara 
Mountain,  and  in  the  regions  of  Rattlesnake, 
Sheep  and  Carter  mountains— and  along  the  Big- 
horn National  Forest  boundary  with  additional 
areas  near  Deer  and  Cottonwood  creeks. 


Conclusions 

While  all  wildlife  crucial  habitat  areas  are  signif- 
icant, areas  of  habitat  overlap  are  not  necessarily 
more  significant  than  individual  crucial  habitat 
areas.  The  proposed  ACEC  does  not  appear  to 
meet  the  importance  criteria  for  ACEC  designa- 
tion. 


CARTER  MOUNTAIN 
ALPINE  TUNDRA 
PROPOSED  ACEC 

Introduction 

Approximately  7,819  acres  of  federal  land  on 
Carter  Mountain  would  be  designated  an  ACEC. 
The  objective  of  the  proposed  ACEC  would  be  to 
protect  areas  of  unique  alpine  tundra  and  fragile 
soils  at  elevations  of  10,000  to  11,300  feet  above 
sea  level. 


Relevance 

The  proposed  ACEC  is  relevant  in  that  it  pro- 
vides crucial  support  habitat  for  elk  of  the  Carter 
Mountain,  Clarks  Fork,  Horse  Creek,  and  North 
Fork  Shoshone  herd  units,  mule  deer  of  the  Clarks 
Fork,  Devil  Canyon,  Horse  Creek,  Meeteetse, 
North  Fork  Shoshone,  and  South  Fork  Shoshone 
herd  units,  and  bighorn  sheep  of  the  Clarks  Fork, 
Francs  Peak,  Trout  Peak,  and  Wapiti  Ridge  herd 
units.  Crucial  winter  ranges  differ  from  the  larger 
winter  ranges  for  these  populations  in  that  the  hab- 
itat on  crucial  winter  ranges  is  necessary  to  main- 
tain the  core  populations  of  these  herd  units  dur- 
ing periods  of  severe  winter  weather.  Such 
weather  normally  occurs  two  out  of  ten  years. 


Importance 

The  proposed  ACEC  is  locally  significant  in  that 
it  is  crucial  winter  support  habitat  for  two  and 
three  big  game  ungulate  species.  However,  the 
proposed  ACEC  does  not  appear  to  possess  qual- 
ities of  more  than  local  significance:  Examples  of 
overlapping  crucial  habitat  areas  are  prevalent 
throughout  the  western  United  States,  and  the 
environmental  effects  of  management  on  these 
ranges  (both  the  adverse  and  beneficial  effects) 
would  not  extend  beyond  the  limits  of  the  Bighorn 
Basin. 


Relevance 

Only  limited  scientific  information  is  available 
regarding  the  ecological  relationships  of  alpine 
soils,  vegetation,  and  wildlife  in  the  Absaroka 
Range  and  throughout  alpine  ranges  in  Wyoming. 
The  Carter  Mountain  area  is  unique  in  that  much 
of  it  remains  in  essentially  pristine  condition, 
although  some  disturbance  has  occurred  in  the 
past.  This  juxtaposition  of  disturbed  and  undis- 
turbed alpine  tundra  allows  a  unique  opportunity 
to  study  the  effects  of  disturbance  on  alpine  soils, 
vegetation,  and  wildlife. 


Importance 

The  Carter  Mountain  alpine  tundra  area  con- 
tains five  elements  found  in  alpine  habitats:  cliffs 
and  ledges,  talus  and  scree,  fell-field  and  felsen- 
meer,  meadowand  turf,  and  standing  and  running 
water.  The  area  is  unusual  for  its  absence  of  nor- 
mally occurring  adjacent  forest  belt  and  timber- 
line.  This  condition  has  allowed  a  number  of  low- 
land species  to  occur  in  association  with  more 
typical  alpine  associates,  including  Pyrrocoma  un- 
iflora,  Artemisia  campestris,  and  Antelocapra  amer- 
icana. 

The  rare  plant  taxa  known  to  be  present  are  one 
rare   endemic    {Cymopteris   sp)    and    four    rare 
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peripheral  taxa  (Campanula  unillora,  Helictrotnchon 
hooken,  Papaverkluanese,  and  Thalictrum  alpinum). 

The  area  provides  regionally  important  recre- 
ational opportunities.  It  provides  yearlong  and 
crucial  seasonal  habitat  for  several  big  game  spe- 
cies. 


Conclusion 

The  Carter  Mountain  alpine  tundra  area  meets 
relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  ACEC  des- 
ignation. 


CHAPMAN  BENCH 
PROPOSED  ACEC 

Introduction 

Approximately  15,400  acres  on  Chapman 
Bench  would  be  designated  an  ACEC.  The  man- 
agement objective  would  be  to  maintain  and 
improve  habitat  for  nesting  populations  of  long- 
billed  curlew  and  mountain  plover.  Management 
in  this  area  would  be  designed  to  provide  opti- 
mum wildlife-related  opportunities. 

The  long-billed  curlew  and  the  mountain  plover 
are  candidate  species  for  federal  protection  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended 
(Federal  Register  50).  The  long-billed  curlew  also 
is  listed  by  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Depart- 
ment as  a  species  in  need  of  special  management 
in  Wyoming  because  of  declining  numbers  and 
restricted  distribution  (WGFD  1985). 

Relevance 

The  Chapman  Bench  is  inhabited  by  (a)  a  sig- 
nificant breeding  concentration  of  long-billed 
curlew  (a  federally  listed  candidate  species  and 
a  state  listed  species  in  need  of  special  manage- 
ment), and  (b)  breeding  population  of  mountain 
plover  (a  federally  listed  candidate  species).  The 
long-billed  curlew  and  mountain  plover  are  pro- 
tected under  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  of 
1918,  as  amended.  Both  species  also  are  pro- 
tected nongame  species  in  Wyoming. 

Cody  Resource  Area  personnel  conducted  a 
survey  in  1986  for  breeding  long-billed  curlews  in 
and  around  the  proposed  ACEC.  This  survey  fol- 
lowed persistent  reports  during  the  last  decade  of 
curlews  in  this  area.  Records  of  this  survey  are  on 


file  at  the  Cody  Resource  Area  office.  From  this 
survey  it  was  determined  that  the  proposed  ACEC 
was  used  by  breeding  long-billed  curlews  and 
mountain  plovers.  Although  the  survey  was  not 
designed  to  determine  breeding  densities, 
resource  area  personnel  estimated  that  the  pro- 
posed ACEC  had  15  to  20  curlew  breeding  pairs 
and  at  least  five  plover  breeding  pairs  in  1986.  On 
the  basis  of  the  survey,  a  review  of  the  profes- 
sional literature  and  consultations  with  regional 
biologists  familiar  with  the  current  status  of  each 
of  these  birds,  BLM  personnel  concluded  that  a 
highly  significant  curlew  breeding  population  is 
present  on  Chapman  Bench. 

The  long-billed  curlew  is  endemic  to  North  and 
Central  America  and  the  mountain  plover  to  North 
America.  (Graul  &  Webster  1976,  Howe  1983.) 
Both  species  bred  throughout  the  prairie  regions 
of  central  North  America  during  the  past  century; 
however,  the  species'  breeding  ranges  have  been 
substantially  reduced  through  habitat  losses 
caused  by  cultivation  and  toalesserextent  by  dair- 
ying activities  and  market  hunting.  Loss  of  food 
bases  through  chemical  insect  control  also  has 
reduced  the  breeding  ranges.  (Graul  &  Webster 
1976,  McCallum,  Graul,  and  Zaccagnini  1977, 
Allen  1980,  Renaud  1980,  Dinsmore  1983,  Howe 
1983.) 

Cultivation  has  eliminated  the  long-billed 
curlew  from  the  eastern  portion  of  its  former 
range  (Howe  1983).  Curlews  no  longer  occur  in 
Illinois,  Wisconsin,  Iowa  or  Minnesota  (McCal- 
lum, Graul,  and  Zaccagnini  1977).  Renaud  (1980) 
stated  that  curlews  were  rare  or  absent  in  large 
areas  of  Saskatchewan  that  were  under  cultiva- 
tion. In  Wyoming,  curlews  have  experienced 
"drastic  population  declines"  in  specific  areas, 
but  the  extent  and  causes  of  these  declines  are 
unknown  (Cochrane  &  Oakleaf  1982).  Agricul- 
tural activities  also  have  eliminated  mountain 
plover  breeding  in  the  Dakotas  and  Kansas  (Graul 
&  Webster  1976). 


Importance 

The  proposed  ACEC  is  important  for  the  follow- 
ing reasons: 

It  is  one  of  only  two  areas  known  in  Wyoming 
with  significant  concentrations  of  nesting 
curlews 

It  appears  to  be  one  of  a  limited  number  of 
areas  with  significant  curlew  breeding 
numbers  in  the  region  (Wyoming,  Montana, 
and  eastern  Idaho) 

It  is  the  only  such  area  known  to  occur  on 
BLM-administered  public  land 
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It  appears  to  be  an  established  and  historic 
curlew  nesting  area 

It  lies  beyond  the  published  nesting  range  of 
the  mountain  plover. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  identified  the 
two  species  in  the  Chapman  bench  area  as  having 
the  potential  of  being  listed  as  threatened  or  en- 
dangered. No  state-sensitive  species  have  been 
formally  identified  in  Wyoming. 

These  species  also  meet  the  criteria  of  BLM 
Manual  6840.  BLM  Policy  is  to  ensure,  within  the 
framework  of  FLPMA,  that  the  crucial  habitats  of 
sensitive  species  will  be  managed  and  conserved 
to  minimize  the  need  for  listing  of  these  species 
by  federal  or  state  governments  in  the  future.  The 
ACEC  designation  also  would  be  consistent  with 
WGFD  objectives  for  species  in  need  of  special 
management  attention. 

A  review  of  the  scientific  literature  and  profes- 
sional consultations  determined  the  existence  of 
only  one  other  known  long-billed  curlew  nesting 
concentration  in  Wyoming.  Before  the  Chapman 
Bench  population  was  discovered,  Cochrane  & 
Oakleaf  (1982)  wrote:  "Curlews  now  occur  in  con- 
centrated numbers  [in  Wyoming]  near  Daniel,  in 
Sublette  County,  and  in  highly  dispersed  and  iso- 
lated pairs  ...  in  the  remainder  of  the  state."  They 
classified  only  the  Daniel  population  as  abundant 
or  common  in  Wyoming;  populations  in  the  re- 
mainder of  the  state  were  classified  as  uncom- 
mon. Cochrane  (1983)  stated  that  the  Daniel  pop- 
ulation declined  between  1963  and  1983. 

Wyoming  records  from  all  published  and  anec- 
dotal sources  from  1940  through  1981  showed 
only  two  records  of  long-billed  curlew  nests  out- 
side the  Daniel  area.  A  search  of  the  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  Department's  computerized  Wild- 
life Observation  System  found  one  additional  rec- 
ord of  a  1982  nest  on  private  land  12  miles  south 
of  the  proposed  ACEC,  but  no  other  evidence  of 
nesting,  territorial  behavior,  orcourtship  behavior 
outside  the  Daniel  area.  The  USFWS  surveyed  1 43 
randomly  selected  quarter-sections  in  grassland 
habitats  in  eastern  Wyoming  for  breeding  birds 
between  1976  and  1978.  Only  six  curlews  in  three 
locations  were  found  in  that  survey. 

Surveys  in  three  areas  of  the  Daniel  population 
provided  density  estimates  of  4.2,  1.6  and  0.9 
curlews  per  100  hectares.  Although  no  density  sur- 
veys were  made  on  Chapman  Bench,  the  pro- 
posed ACEC  is  estimated  to  support  0.8  to  1.1 
curlews  per  100  hectares.  Although  curlews  are 
concentrated  in  the  western  portion  of  the  pro- 
posed ACEC  where  densities  would  be  signifi- 
cantly higher,  the  Daniel  population  covers  a  sig- 
nificantly greater  area. 


Allen  (1980)  determined  that  nesting  long- 
billed  curlews  return  to  the  same  nest  territories 
in  subsequent  years,  and  Redmond  and  Jenni 
(1982a)  reported  chicks  returning  to  the  natal  site 
to  breed.  This  information  and  the  history  of 
curlew  sightings  on  Chapman  Bench  during  the 
past  decade  indicate  that  the  proposed  ACEC  is 
a  traditional  curlew  nesting  area. 

Graul  &  Webster  (1976)  concluded  that  moun- 
tain plovers  breed  only  in  southern  Montana,  Wyo- 
ming, and  Colorado.  In  fact,  Chapman  Bench  is 
west  of  the  published  breeding  range  (Dinsmore 
1983).  Graul  &  Webster  (1976)  said  that  plovers 
occurred  only  in  isolated  populations  in  Montana 
and  Wyoming,  and  that  only  5%  of  this  area  con- 
tained breeding  plovers. 


Conclusions 

The  Chapman  Bench  area  meets  relevance  and 
importance  criteria  for  ACEC  designation 
because  of  its  significant  breeding  concentra- 
tions of  long-billed  curlews  and  mountain  plov- 
ers. 


FIVE  SPRINGS  FALLS 
PROPOSED  ACEC 

Introduction 

Approximately  160  acres  of  federal  land  at  Five 
Springs  Falls  on  the  West  Slope  of  the  Bighorn 
Mountains  would  be  designated  an  ACEC.  The 
management  objective  would  be  to  protect  exist- 
ing populations  of  the  following  four  near- 
endemic  rare  and  sensitive  plant  species  by  pro- 
viding a  prescription  for  the  management  of 
recreation  and  surface-disturbing  activities  so  as 
to  prevent  loss  of  sensitive  plant  life  and  preserve 
visual  aesthetics: 

Engeron  allocotus  (No  known  common  name) 
Penstemon  caryi  (Cary  beardtongue) 
Stanleya  tomentosa  (Princes  plume  var.  tomentosa) 
Sullivantia  hepemanu  (Sullivantia) 

Relevance 

The  Five  Springs  Falls  area  provides  unique  hab- 
itat for  four  plant  species  that  are  known  to  occur 
only  in  Wyoming  and  one  other  state.  This  unique 
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habitat  is  composed  of  vertical  cliff  walls  that  are 
kept  moist  by  spray  from  the  waterfall.  The  BLM 
administers  a  campground  on  the  eastern  edge  of 
the  proposed  ACEC. 


Importance 

The  plant  species  for  which  special  manage- 
ment is  proposed  are  known  to  occur  only  in  Wyo- 
ming and  one  other  state.  A  developed  recreation 
site  and  trails  exist  near  and  within  the  proposed 
ACEC  boundary. 

One  major  and  one  minor  waterfall  in  a  steep 
rocky  canyon  are  popular  public  recreational  and 
visual  attractions  both  locally  and  regionally. 

The  area  is  used  yearlong  by  elk  and  mule  deer, 
and  it  is  inhabited  by  various  predators,  raptors, 
small  mammals,  and  songbirds.  Current  recre- 
ational uses  are  the  developed  campground  and 
hiking  trails,  photography  and  big  game  hunting. 


Conclusions 

The  Five  Springs  Falls  area  meets  relevance 
and  importance  criteria  for  ACEC  designation 
because  of  the  unique  habitat  it  provides  for  near- 
endemic  rare  and  sensitive  plant  species. 


LITTLE  MOUNTAIN 
PROPOSED  ACEC 

Introduction 

Approximately  20,510  acres  of  BLM-admini- 
stered  public  land  on  Little  Mountain  would  be 
designated  an  ACEC.  The  management  objective 
would  be  to  protect  and  manage  important  cave 
resources,  cultural,  and  paleontological  values. 
Another  purpose  would  be  to  provide  better  pro- 
tection to  the  public  from  hazards  associated  with 
former  uranium  mining  activities. 

Mine  shafts  and  tailings  from  previous  uranium 
mining  activitiesare  present  in  the  Little  Mountain 
proposed  ACEC.  According  to  criteria  for  the  rele- 
vance and  importance  of  ACECs,  an  environmen- 
tal resource  with  a  natural  hazard  may  be  found 
relevant  where  special  management  attention  is 
required  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  dam- 
age to  important  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic 
values  or  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  or  other 
natural  systems  or  processes,  or  when  such  atten- 
tion is  necessary  to  protect  life  and  safety  from 


natural  hazards.  A  natural  hazard  may  be  found 
important  if  it  poses  a  significant  threat,  either 
existing  or  potential,  to  human  life  or  property. 


Relevance 

The  Little  Mountain  proposed  ACEC  contains 
karst  topography,  paleontological  resources,  and 
cultural  resources.  As  mentioned  previously,  it 
alsocontainsapotential  hazardfrom  previousura- 
nium  mining  activities.  Management  action  is 
needed  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  dam- 
ages to  the  resources  and  to  protect  life  and  safety 
from  hazardous  mine  shafts  and  tailings. 

The  karst  topography,  paleontological 
resources,  and  cultural  resources  and  the  hazard 
from  previous  uranium  mining  all  are  important. 
The  resources  are  interrelated  within  the  pro- 
posed Little  Mountain  ACEC,  and  all  of  them  en- 
hance the  overall  importance  of  the  area. 

The  karst  topography  has  given  researchers 
and  recreational  cavers  vast  subterranean  areas 
to  study  and  explore.  Openings  to  these  caves 
trapped  animals,  leading  to  preservation  of  a  fos- 
sil record  of  previous  inhabitants.  Sediments  that 
washed  into  the  caverns  contained  uranium, 
which  was  sought  after  by  miners  in  the  early 
1950s.  Unfortunately,  the  hazardous  tailings  and 
open  mine  shafts  remain. 

Aboriginals  occupied  the  area  for  approxi- 
mately 1 1 ,000  years,  leaving  a  vast  storehouse  of 
information  regarding  prehistoric  and  protohis- 
toric  adaptive  strategies. 

The  remoteness  of  the  Little  Mountain  area  has 
helped  to  protect  its  resources.  Few  people 
except  miners  and  ranchers  venture  into  the  area; 
however,  some  people  go  there  to  do  research  on 
cultural  or  paleontological  resources,  and  there 
is  some  recreational  use  of  the  caves. 


Importance 

The  mine  shafts  and  tailings  from  uranium  min- 
ing are  a  safety  hazard.  Mine  reclamation 
clean-up  and  site  protection  for  the  public  would 
be  encouraged. 

The  caves  in  the  areas  are  nationally  important, 
as  are  the  diverse  cultural  resources.  Those 
resources  could  be  affected  by  surface- 
disturbing  activities.  Any  action  that  would  alter 
the  existing  karst  topography  could  detract  signif- 
icantly from  the  recreational  and  scientific  values 
of  the  caves  and  could  result  in  loss  of  cultural 
resources. 


249 


Appendix  J:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 


Conclusions 

The  Little  Mountain  area  meets  relevance  and 
importance  criteria  for  ACEC  designation 
because  of  its  unique  cave  resources,  paleonto- 
logical  and  cultural  values,  and  because  of  haz- 
ards to  human  life  and  safety  in  the  area. 


SHEEP  MOUNTAIN 
ANTICLINE  PROPOSED 
ACEC 

Introduction 

Approximately  12,285  acres  acres  of  BLM- 
administered  public  lands  in  the  Sheep  Mountain 
Anticline  area  would  be  designated  an  ACEC.  The 
management  objective  would  be  to  protect  the 
unusual  geologic  features  of  the  area  and  en- 
hance opportunities  for  education. 

Relevance 

The  relevant  resource  in  the  Sheep  Mountain 
Anticline  area  is  the  actual  geologic  structure,  the 
Sheep  Mountain  Anticline.  This  anticline  is  signif- 
icant and  relevant  because  it  represents  300  mil- 
lion years  of  the  history  of  the  earth's  crust.  The 
area  contains  an  unusual  exposure  of  a  topogra- 
phically expressed  anticline  where  both  the  con- 
structive and  destructive  forces  that  shape  the 
earth  can  be  observed.  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline 
is  one  of  the  best  exposures  of  its  kind.  It  is  used 
as  an  example  in  many  geologic  textbooks  to 
explain  and  illustrate  elementary  geologic  princi- 


ples concerning  structural  geology  and  strati- 
graphy. This  area  is  relevant  because  it  has  both 
scenic  and  scientific  values. 


Importance 

The  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  is  more  than 
locally  significant.  Well-preserved  exposures  of 
this  kind  are  considered  rare.  The  combination  of 
topographic  expression,  exceptionally  good  rock 
exposures,  and  a  deep  canyon  cut  through  the 
middle  of  the  structure  provides  an  unusual  oppor- 
tunity to  view  in  detail  the  geologic  processes 
which  have  worked  to  form  the  anticline  (USDI, 
NPS  n.d.). 

The  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  area  offers 
opportunities forfishing,  trapping,  big  game  hunt- 
ing, boating  and  ORV  use,  sightseeing,  hiking, 
rock  hounding,  and  spelunking. 

Two  caves,  Cave  of  the  Proud  Eagle  and 
Spence  Cave,  are  on  private  land.  It  is  rumored 
that  another  cave  also  exists  in  this  immediate 
area.  These  caves  have  been  documented  to  con- 
tain flowing  thermal  springs.  Thermally  active 
caves  such  as  these  are  rare  and  geologically 
important  because  they  could  provide  informa- 
tion about  the  formation  of  other  caves  that  no 
longer  contain  flowing  springs.  In  addition,  the 
depositional  processes  in  thermal  spring  caves 
may  provide  information  on  the  formation  of 
some  ore  bodies  (Egemeier,  1981). 


Conclusions 

The  Sheep  Mountain  Anticline  area  meets  rele- 
vance and  importance  criteria  for  ACEC  designa- 
tion because  of  the  opportunities  it  offers  for  the 
study  of  geology. 
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APPENDIX  K 


OIL  AND  GAS  OPERATIONS 


INTRODUCTION 

Most  of  the  text  of  this  appendix  appeared  in 
documents  produced  by  the  Rock  Springs  Dis- 
trict Office  of  the  BLM.  We  have  adapted  a  few 
paragraphs  to  reflect  the  situation  in  the  Cody 
Resource  Area,  but  the  diagrams  and  most  of  the 
text  were  graciously  provided  by  the  Rock 
Springs  District. 


GEOPHYSICAL 
EXPLORATION 

Oil  and  gas  can  be  discovered  by  either  direct 
or  indirect  exploration  methods.  The  mapping  of 
rock  outcrops,  seeps,  and  borehole  data  are  exam- 
ples of  direct  methods.  Indirect  methods  include 
seismic,  gravity,  and  magnetic  surveys;  these 
methods  are  described  in  this  appendix. 


Geomagnetic  Surveys 

Magnetic  prospecting  is  most  commonly  used 
for  locating  metallic  ore  bodies  but  is  used  to  a 
limited  extent  in  oil  and  gas  exploration.  Magnetic 
surveyors  use  an  instrument  called  a  magnetome- 
ter to  detect  small  magnetic  anomalies  caused  by 
mineral  and  lithologic  variations  in  the  earth's 
crust.  Magnetic  surveys  can  detect  large  trends 
or  lineaments  in  basement  rocks  and  the  approx- 
imate depth  to  those  basement  rocks,  but  in 
general  magnetic  surveys  provide  little  specific 
data  to  aid  in  petroleum  exploration.  Again  many 
data  corrections  are  required  to  obtain  reliable 
information  and  maps  generated  from  magnetic 
data  lack  resolution  and  are  considered  prelimi- 
nary. Magnetometers  vary  greatly  in  size  and  com- 
plexity and  in  general  most  magnetic  surveys  are 
conducted  from  the  air  by  suspending  a  magne- 
tometer under  an  airplane.  Magnetic  surveys  con- 
ducted on  the  ground  are  nearly  identical  to 
gravity  surveys  and  surface  disturbance  is  min- 
imal to  nonexistent. 


Gravity  Surveys 

Gravitational  prospecting  detects  micro- 
variations  in  gravitational  attraction  caused  by  the 
differences  in  the  density  of  various  types  of  rock. 
Data  derived  from  gravity  surveys  are  used  to  gen- 
erate anomaly  maps  from  which  faults  and 
general  structural  trendscan  be  interpreted.  Grav- 
ity surveys  are  generally  not  considered  definitive 
due  to  the  many  data  corrections  required  (e.g., 
terrain,  elevation,  latitude,  etc.)  and  the  poor  res- 
olution of  complex  subsurface  structures.  The 
instrument  used  for  gravity  surveys  is  a  small  por- 
table device  called  a  gravimeter.  Several  types  of 
gravimeters  have  been  developed  and  virtually  all 
can  be  easily  carried  by  an  individual.  Generally, 
measurements  are  taken  at  many  points  along  a 
linear  transect  and  the  gravimeter  is  transported 
either  by  backpack,  helicopter,  or  off-road  vehicle 
(ORV).  The  only  surface  disturbance  associated 
with  gravity  prospecting  is  that  caused  by  the 
ORV,  if  used. 


Seismic  Reflection  Surveys 

Seismic  prospecting  is  the  best  and  most  pop- 
ular indirect  method  currently  utilized  for  locating 
subsurface  structures  which  may  contain  oil  an- 
d(or)  gases.  Seismic  energy  (shock  waves)  is 
induced  into  the  earth  using  one  of  several  meth- 
ods. As  these  waves  travel  downward  and  out- 
ward they  encounter  various  strata,  each  having 
a  different  seismic  velocity.  As  the  wave  energy 
encounters  the  velocity  interface  between  strati- 
graphic  layers  where  the  lower  stratum  is  of  lower 
velocity  some  of  the  seismic  energy  is  reflected 
upward.  Sensing  devices  commonly  called  geo- 
phones  are  placed  on  the  surface  to  detect  these 
reflections.  The  geophones  are  connected  to  a 
data  recording  truck  which  stores  data  on  mag- 
netic tape.  The  time  required  for  the  shock  waves 
to  travel  from  the  shot  point  down  to  a  given  reflec- 
tor and  back.  The  average  velocity  for  the  section 
between  the  surface  and  a  given  reflector  must  be 
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estimated  if  no  bore  hole  seismic  data  is  available. 
This  velocity  estimation  is  the  source  of  many 
errors  in  the  seismic  interpretation  of  wildcat 
areas.  There  are  many  methods  available  today 
which  an  explorationist  can  use  to  induce  the  ini- 
tial seismic  energy  into  the  earth.  All  methods  re- 
quire preliminary  surveying  and  laying  of  geo- 
phones. 

The  thumper  and  vibrator  methods  pound  or 
vibrate  the  earth  to  create  a  shock  wave.  Usually 
four  large  trucks  are  used,  each  equipped  with 
vibrator  pads  (about  four-foot  square).  The  pads 
are  lowered  to  the  ground  and  vibrators  on  all 
trucks  are  triggered  electronically  from  the  record- 
ing truck.  Information  is  recorded  and  then  the 
trucks  move  forward  a  short  distance  and  the  pro- 
cess is  repeated.  Less  than  50  square  feet  of  sur- 
face area  is  required  to  operate  the  equipment  at 
each  test  site. 

The  drilling  method  utilizes  truck-mounted 
drills  which  drill  small-diameter  holes  to  depths 
of  100  to  200  feet.  Four  to  twelve  holes  are  drilled 
per  mile  of  line.  Usually,  a  50-pound  charge  of 
explosives  is  placed  in  the  hole,  covered,  and  det- 
onated. The  detonated  explosives  send  energy 
waves  below  the  earth's  surface  which  are 
reflected  back  to  the  surface  from  various  subsur- 
face rock  layers.  The  holes  are  drilled  in  a  linear 
fashion,  forming  a  line  that  can  be  many  miles  in 
length.  In  rugged  topography,  a  portable  drill  is 
sometimes  carried  in  by  helicopter.  Charges  are 
placed  in  the  hole  as  in  a  truck-mounted  opera- 
tion. Another  portable  technique  is  to  carry  the 
charges  in  a  helicopter  and  place  the  charges  on 
wooden  sticks,  or  lath,  three  feet  or  so  above  the 
ground.  Charges  used  are  either  21/2  or  5  pounds. 
Usually,  10  charges  in  a  line  on  the  ground  are 
detonated  at  once.  In  remote  areas  where  there 
is  little  known  subsurface  data,  a  series  of  short 
seismic  lines  may  be  required  to  determine  the 
regional  dip  and  strike  of  subsurface  formations. 
After  this,  seismic  lines  will  be  aligned  relative  to 
the  regional  structure  to  make  seismic  interpreta- 
tion more  accurate.  The  seismic  sensors  and 
energy  source  are  located  along  lines  on  a  one- 
to  two-mile  grid.  Although  alignment  may  be 
fairly  critical,  spacing  of  the  lines  can  often  be 
changed  one-quarter  mile  on  a  one-mile  grid 
before  the  results  will  significantly  affect  the  inves- 
tigation program. 

A  typical  drilling  seismic  operation  may  utilize 
10  to  15  men  operating  five  to  seven  trucks.  Under 
normal  conditions,  three  to  five  miles  of  line  can 
be  surveyed  each  day  using  the  explosive 
method.  The  vehicles  used  for  a  drilling  program 
include  several  heavy  truck-mounted  drill  rigs, 
water  trucks,  a  computer  recording  truck,  and  sev- 
eral light  pickups  for  the  surveyors,  shot  hole 
crew,  geophone  crew,   permit  man,  and  party 


chief.  Public  roads  and  existing  private  roads  and 
trails  are  used.  Off-road  cross-country  travel  is 
also  necessary.  Motor  graders  and(or)  dozers 
may  be  required  to  provide  access  to  remote 
areas.  Several  trips  a  day  are  made  along  a  seis- 
mograph line;  this  usually  establishes  a  well 
defined  two-track  trail.  Drilling  water,  when 
needed,  is  usually  obtained  from  private  land- 
owners or  local  city  officials  (USDI  1981a). 


Geophysical  Management 
(Permitting  Process) 

Geophysical  operations  on  and  off  an  oil  and 
gas  lease  are  reviewed  by  the  federal  surface  man- 
agement agency. 

The  responsibilities  of  the  geophysical  opera- 
tor and  the  BLM  District  Manager  during  geophys- 
ical operations  are  as  follows  (USDI  1978): 

1.  Geophysical  Operator  -  The  operator  is 
required  to  file,  in  person  or  by  mail,  a  "Notice 
of  Intent  to  Conduct  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration 
Operations"  for  all  operationson  public  lands 
administered  by  BLM.  Standard  forms 
(WY-04-3045-6)  for  this  purpose  are  available 
in  all  BLM  District  Offices.  The  notice 
includes  maps  showing  the  location  of  the 
line,  and  all  access  routes,  and  must  be  filed 
in  the  BLM  Resource  Area  Office  before  op- 
erations begin. 

The  operator  is  also  required  to  be  bonded. 
A  copy  of  the  bond  or  other  evidence  of  sat- 
isfactory bonding  shall  accompany  the 
"Notice  of  Intent."  Proper  bonding  can 
include  a  nationwide  or  statewide  oil  and  gas 
bond  with  a  rider  for  geophysical  exploration 
or  a  $5,000  individual  surety  bond  filed  with 
the  District  Manager. 

Once  the  Notice  of  Intent  has  been  filed,  a  pre- 
work  conference  or  field  inspection  (if 
required)  is  conducted.  Any  special  written 
instructions,  orders,  or  approvals  that  may  be 
given  by  the  area  manager  at  this  prework 
conference  must  be  complied  with  by  the 
operator. 

Surface  disturbing  activities,  such  as  bulldoz- 
ing, require  written  approval  by  the  area  man- 
ager. Operators  may  be  required  to  submit  an 
archeological  survey  if  dirt  work  is  contem- 
plated. The  operator  is  required  to  comply 
with  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local 
laws  such  as  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976,  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Act  of  1966,  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species  Act,  etc. 
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Any  changes  in  the  original  Notice  of  Intent 
must  be  submitted  in  writing  to  the  area  man- 
ager. Written  approval  must  be  secured 
before  activities  proceed. 

When  operations  are  completed,  the  operator 
is  required  to  file  a  Notice  of  Completion  of 
Geophysical  Exploration,  after  any  required 
rehabilitation  work  is  completed. 

2.  BLM  Area  Manager  -  The  area  manager  is 
required  to  contact  the  operator  immediately 
after  the  Notice  of  Intent  is  filed  and  explain 
the  terms  of  the  Notice,  including  the  operat- 
ing procedures  to  be  followed,  all  current 
laws,  and  all  BLM  administrative  require- 
ments. A  prework  conference  or  field  inspec- 
tion is  conducted  and  written  instructions  or 
orders  given  to  the  operator.  The  area  man- 
ager is  responsible  for  the  examination  of 
resource  values  and  the  development  of 
appropriate  surface  protection  and  reclama- 
tion measures. 

Final  inspection  following  filing  of  the  Notice 
of  Completion  is  also  required  of  the  area 
manager. 


State  Standards 

In  Wyoming,  the  operator  is  required  to  register 
with  the  State.  State  standards  for  plugging  shot 
holes,  personnel  safety,  etc.,  will  be  followed. 


Mitigation 

Seasonal  restrictions  are  imposed  to  reduce 
conflicts  with  wildlife,  watershed  damage,  and 
hunting  activity. 

The  most  critical  management  practice  is  com- 
pliance monitoring  during  and  after  seismic  activ- 
ity. Compliance  inspections  during  the  operation 
ensure  that  stipulations  are  being  followed.  Com- 
pliance inspections  upon  completion  of  work 
ensure  that  the  lines  are  clean  and  the  drill  holes 
are  properly  plugged. 


OIL  AND  GAS  LEASING 

The  Mineral  Leasing  Act  provides  that  all  public 
lands  are  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  unless  a  spe- 
cific order  has  been  issued  to  close  an  area.  As 
proposed  in  the  Federal  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas 
Leasing  Reform  Act  of  1987,  all  oil  and  gas  leases 
are  to  be  issued  competitively  by  oral  bid  at  lease 
sales,  which  will  be  held  at  least  quarterly.  Appro- 
priate stipulations,  as  listed  in  appendix  B,  are 


added  to  leases  for  resource  protection  prior  to 
lease  sales.  Public  notice  of  the  available  lands 
and  the  added  stipulations  are  provided  45  days 
prior  to  the  sale.  Competitive  leases  are  issued 
with  a  primary  term  of  five  years.  Leasing  is  proh- 
ibited on  wilderness  study  areas  and  lands  under 
study  or  recommended  for  wilderness. 

Leases  that  receive  either  no  bid  or  less  than  the 
minimum  acceptable  bid  ($2  per  acre)  shall  be 
offered  as  a  noncompetitive  lease  (previously 
known  as  an  over-the-counter  (OTC)  lease)  for  a 
period  not  to  exceed  24  months.  These  leases  are 
offered  to  the  first  qualified  person  to  fill  out  a 
lease  application,  and  upon  payment  of  the  appli- 
cation and  first-year  rental  fees.  Noncompetitive 
leases  are  issued  with  a  primary  term  of  10  years. 

Rental  on  nonproducing  leases,  competitive  or 
noncompetitive,  is  $1 .50  per  acre  per  year  for  the 
firstfiveyearsand  $2.00 peracre thereafter.  Royal- 
ties (121/2%)  are  paid  in  lieu  of  rental  on  producing 
leases,  and  half  of  the  royalties  are  returned  to  the 
state  of  Wyoming. 


DRILLING  PERMIT 
PROCESS 

A  federal  lessee  or  operator  is  governed  by 
procedures  set  forth  by  the  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas 
Order  No.  1,  "Approval  of  Operations  on  Onshore 
Federal  and  Indian  Oil  and  Gas  Leases,"  issued 
under  43  CFR  3164.  Operating  Order  No.  1  lists 
the  following  as  pertinent  points  to  be  followed 
by  the  lessee  or  operator:  notice  of  staking  (NOS); 
application  for  permit  to  drill  (APD),  which 
includes  a  multi-point  surface  use  and  operations 
plan;  approval  of  subsequent  operations;  well 
abandonment;  waterwell  conversion;  responsibil- 
ities on  privately  owned  surface;  and  reports  and 
activities  required  after  well  completion. 

1.  Noticeof  Staking  (NOS)  -  Afterthecompany 
makes  the  decision  to  drill  a  well,  they  must 
decide  whether  to  submit  an  NOS  or  applica- 
tion for  permit  to  drill  (APD).  The  NOS  con- 
sists of  an  outline  of  what  the  company 
intends  to  do  including  a  location  map  and 
sketched  site  plan.  The  NOS  is  then  used  as 
a  document  to  review  any  conflicts  with 
known  critical  resource  values,  and  also  used 
at  the  on-site  inspection  to  provide  the  prelim- 
inary data  to  assess  what  additional  items  are 
necessary  to  complete  the  APD. 

2.  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  (APD)  -  The 
operator  or  lessee  may  submit  a  completed 
APD  in  lieu  of  notice  of  staking,  but  in  either 
case  no  surface  activity  is  conducted  in  con- 
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junction  with  the  drilling  until  the  APD  is 
approved  by  the  BLM. 

If  the  APD  option  is  used,  an  APD  is  submitted 
to  the  BLM  and  a  field  inspection  is  held  with  the 
operator  and  any  other  interested  party.  The  pur- 
pose of  the  presite  field  inspection  is  to  evaluate 
the  operator's  plan,  to  assess  the  situation  for  pos- 
sible impacts  (surface  and  subsurface),  and  to  for- 
mulate resource  protection  stipulations.  To 
lessen  environmental  impacts,  a  site  may  be 
moved,  reoriented,  or  redimensioned,  within  cer- 
tain limits,  at  the  presite  inspection.  The  proposed 
access  road  may  also  be  rerouted  (USDI  1981a). 
If  necessary,  site-specific  mitigations  are  added 
to  the  APD  for  protection  of  surface  and(or)  sub- 
surface resource  values  in  the  vicinity  of  the  pro- 
posed activity. 

The  BLM  is  responsible  for  preparing  environ- 
mental documentation  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requirements 
and  provide  any  mitigation  measures  needed  to 
protect  the  affected  resource  values. 

Consideration  is  also  given  to  the  protection  of 
ground  water  resources.  Plugging  and  abandon- 
ment procedures  include  measures  to  protect 
good  quality  ground  waterfrom  contamination  by 
hydrocarbons  or  poorer  quality  water.  Drilling 
procedures  for  new  wells  also  address  ground 
water  protection. 

When  final  approval  is  given  by  the  BLM,  the 
operator  may  commence  construction  and  drill- 
ing operations.  Approval  of  an  APD  is  valid  forone 
year.  If  construction  does  not  begin  within  one 
year,  the  stipulations  must  be  reviewed  prior  to 
approving  another  APD  (USDI  1981a). 


Surface  Disturbance  Associated 
With  Exploratory  Drilling 

Upon  receiving  approval  to  drill  the  proposed 
well,  the  operator  moves  construction  equipment 
over  existing  roads  to  the  point  where  the  access 
road  will  begin  (figure  K-1).  Generally,  the  types 
of  equipment  include  dozers  (track-mounted  and 
rubber-tired),  scrapers,  and  motor-graders.  Mov- 
ing equipment  to  the  construction  site  requires 
moving  several  loads  (some  overweight  and  over- 
width)  over  public  and  private  roads.  Existing 
roads  and  trails  are  improved  in  places  and  occa- 
sionally culverts  and  cattleguards  are  installed  if 
required. 

The  length  of  the  access  road  varies.  Generally 
the  shortest  feasible  route  is  selected  to  reduce 
the  haul  distanceand  construction  costs.  Environ- 
mental factors  or  the  landowner's  wishes  may  dic- 
tate a  longer  route.  In  rough  terrain,  the  type  of 


construction  is  sidecasting  (using  the  material 
taken  from  the  cut  portion  of  the  road  to  construct 
the  fill  portion);  slightly  less  than  one-half  of  the 
road  bed  is  on  a  cut  area  and  the  rest  is  on  a  fill 
area.  Roads  are  usually  constructed  with  a  18-foot- 
wide  running  surface  (in  relatively  level  terrain). 
Soil  texture,  steepness  of  the  topography,  and 
moisture  conditions  may  dictate  surfacing  the 
access  road  in  some  places  but  generally  not  for 
the  entire  length.  The  total  acreage  disturbed  for 
each  mile  of  access  road  constructed  varies  sig- 
nificantly with  the  steepness  of  the  slope  (USDI 
1985b). 

Well  location  construction  requires  that  all  soil 
material  suitable  for  plant  growth  be  removed 
from  areas  to  be  disturbed  and  stockpiled  in  a  des- 
ignated area.  Sites  on  flat  terrain  usually  require 
little  more  than  removing  the  topsoil  material  and 
vegetation.  Drilling  sites  on  ridge  tops  and  hill- 
sides are  constructed  by  cutting  and  filling  por- 
tions of  the  location.  The  majority  of  the  excess 
cut  material  is  stockpiled  in  an  area  that  will  allow 
it  to  be  easily  recovered  for  rehabilitation.  It  is 
important  to  confine  extra  cut  material  in  stock- 
piles rather  than  cast  it  down  hillsides  and  drain- 
ages where  it  cannot  be  recovered  for  rehabilita- 
tion. 

The  amount  of  level  surface  required  for  safely 
assembling  and  operating  a  drilling  rig  varies  with 
the  type  of  rig,  but  averages  300  feet  by  350  feet. 
Figure  K-2  illustrates  a  typical  well  location 
layout.  At  least  25  feet  is  normally  required  to  be 
on  an  area  of  cut  instead  of  fill,  between  the  drill 
point  and  the  outer  edge  of  the  drilling  platform. 
This  ensures  that  the  foundation  of  the  drilling  der- 
rick is  on  solid  ground  and  prevents  it  from 
leaning  or  toppling  due  to  settling  of  uncom- 
pacted  soil.      I 

In  addition  to  the  drilling  platform,  a  reserve  pit 
is  constructed,  usually  square  or  oblong,  but 
sometimes  in  another  shape  to  accommodate  to- 
pography. Generally,  the  reserve  pit  is  8  to  12  feet 
deep,  but  may  be  deeper  to  compensate  for 
smaller  length  and  width  or  deeper  drilling 
depths. 

Depending  on  the  relation  of  the  location  to  nat- 
ural drainages,  it  may  be  necessary  to  construct 
water  bars  or  diversions  to  control  runoff.  The 
area  disturbed  for  construction  and  the  potential 
for  successful  revegetation  depends  largely  on 
the  steepness  of  the  slope. 

Usually  drilling  activities  begin  within  a  week  or 
two  after  the  location  and  access  road  have  been 
constructed.  The  drilling  rig  and  associated  equip- 
ment are  moved  to  the  location  and  erected.  Mov- 
ing a  drilling  rig  requires  moving  10  to  25  truck 
loads  (some  over  legal  weight  and  height)  of 
equipment   over   public    highways   and    private 
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roads.  The  derrick  when  erected  is  approximately 
160  feet  high. 

Water  for  drilling  is  hauled  to  the  rig  storage 
tanks  or  transported  by  surface  pipeline.  Water 
sources  are  usually  rivers,  wells,  or  reservoirs.  Oc- 
casionally, water  supply  wells  are  drilled  on  or 
close  to  the  site.  The  operator  must  obtain  a  per- 
mit from  the  Wyoming  State  Engineer  for  the  use 
of  surface  or  subsurface  water  for  drilling.  When 
BLM  holds  the  water  permits  for  surface  water 
(stock  ponds),  BLM  must  also  approve  such  use. 
When  drilling  commences,  and  as  long  as  it  pro- 
gresses, water  is  continually  transported  to  the  rig 
location.  Approximately  40,000  barrels  or 
1 ,680,000  gallons  of  water  are  required  to  drill  an 
oil  or  gas  well  to  the  depth  of  9,000  feet.  More 
water  is  required  if  the  underground  formations 
are  fractured  enough  to  permit  water  to  escape 
into  them  (lost  circulation  zone)  (USDI  1981a). 


Issuance  of  Rights-of-Way 

Rights-of-way  are  required  for  all  facilities,  tank 
batteries,  pipelines,  truck  depots,  powerlines,  and 
access  roads  that  occupy  federally  owned  land 
outside  the  lease  or  unit  boundary.  When  a  third 
party  (someone  other  than  the  oil  or  gas  company 
and  the  federal  government)  constructs  a  facility 
or  installation  on  or  off  the  lease,  a  right-of-way 
is  also  required. 


Drilling  Operations 


Rotary  Drilling 

Starting  to  drill  is  called  "spudding  in"  the  well. 
Initially  drilling  usually  proceeds  rapidly  mainly 
due  to  the  incompetent  (or  soft)  nature  of  shallow 
formations.  Drilling  is  accomplished  by  rotating 
special  bits  under  pressure.  While  drilling,  the  rig 
derrick  and  associated  hoisting  equipment  bear 
a  great  majority  of  the  drill  string's  weight  (figure 
K-3).  The  weight  on  the  bit  itself  is  generally  a 
small  fraction  of  the  total  drill  string  weight.  The 
combination  of  rotary  motion  and  weight  on  the 
bit  causes  rock  to  be  chipped  away  at  the  bottom 
of  the  hole.  The  rotary  motion  is  created  by  a 
square  or  hexagonal  rod,  called  a  kelly,  which  fits 
through  a  square  or  hexagonal  hole  in  a  large  turn- 
table, called  a  rotary  table.  The  rotary  table  sits 
on  the  drilling  rig  floor  and  as  the  hole  advances, 
the  kelly  slides  down  through  it.  When  the  kelly 
has  gone  as  deep  as  it  can,  it  is  raised,  and  a  piece 
of  drill  pipe  about  30  feet  in  length  is  attached  in 
its  place.  The  drill  pipe  is  then  lowered,  the  kelly 
is  attached  to  the  top  of  it,  and  drilling  recom- 


mences. By  adding  more  and  more  drill  pipe,  the 
hole  can  steadily  penetrate  deeper  (USDI  1981a). 

Drilling  mud  is  circulated  through  the  drill  pipe 
to  the  bottom  of  the  hole,  through  the  bit,  up  the 
bore  of  the  well,  through  a  screen  which  separates 
the  rock  chips,  and  into  holding  tanks  from  which 
it  is  pumped  back  into  the  well.  The  mud  is  main- 
tained at  a  specific  weight  and  thickness  to  cool 
the  bit,  reduce  the  drag  of  the  drill  pipe  on  the 
sides  of  the  well  hole,  seal  off  any  porous  zones, 
contain  formation  fluids  to  prevent  a  blowout  or 
loss  of  drilling  fluid,  and  bring  the  rock  chips  to 
the  surface  for  disposal.  Various  additives  are 
used  in  maintaining  the  drill  mud  at  the  appropri- 
ate viscosity  and  weight.  Some  of  the  additives  are 
caustic,  toxic,  or  acidic,  but  these  hazardous  addi- 
tives are  used  in  relatively  small  amounts  during 
drilling  operations. 

Eventually,  the  bit  becomes  worn  and  must  be 
replaced.  To  change  bits,  the  entire  string  of  drill 
pipe  must  be  pulled  from  the  hole,  in  sections  usu- 
ally about  90  feet  long,  until  the  bit  is  out.  The  bit 
is  replaced  and  then  the  drill  string  is  reassembled 
and  lowered  into  the  hole,  section  by  section,  and 
drilling  is  started  again.  The  process  of  removing 
and  reinserting  the  drilling  string  uses  much  of 
the  time  required  in  drilling. 

Drilling  operations  are  continuous,  24  hours  a 
day  and  7  days  a  week.  The  crews  usually  work 
three  8-hour  shifts  or  two  12-hour  shifts  a  day. 
Pickups  or  cars  are  used  for  workers'  transporta- 
tion to  and  from  the  sight. 

Upon  completion  of  the  drilling,  the  equipment 
is  removed  to  another  location.  If  oil  or  gas  is  not 
discovered  in  commercial  quantities,  the  well  is 
considered  dry.  The  operator  is  then  required  to 
follow  state  and  BLM  policy  procedures  for  plug- 
ging a  dry  hole.  The  drill  site  and  access  road  are 
rehabilitated  in  accordance  with  the  stipulations 
attached  to  the  approval  of  the  well  site  (USDI 
1981a). 


Casing 

Various  types  of  casing  are  placed  in  the  drilled 
hole  to  enhance  hole  integrity.  Casing  is  a  string 
of  steel  pipe  which  is  comprised  of  many  lengths 
(about  40  feet  long)  of  individual  pipe  which  are 
"screwed"  together.  Casing  is  cemented  into  the 
well  to  protect  against  fluids  or  rock  entering  the 
well  bore. 

Surface  casing  which  is  properly  set  and 
cemented  also  protects  surface  aquifers  from 
being  contaminated  by  drilling  and  production 
operations.  Surface  casing  should  be  set  to  a 
depth  greater  than  the  deepest  fresh  water  aquifer 
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Figure  K-3 
THE  ROTARY  RIG  AND  ITS  COMPONENTS 
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which  could  reasonably  be  developed.  Fresh 
water  may  exist  at  greater  depths  but  these  aquif- 
ers are  not  normally  considered  to  be  important 
fresh  water  sources. 

Surface  casing  is  large  enough  to  allow  subse- 
quent lengths  of  smaller  casing  to  be  set  as  the 
well  is  drilled  deeper.  Cement  is  placed  in  the  an- 
nulus  of  the  surface  casing  from  casing  shoe  to 
ground  level.  That  is,  the  entire  space  between  the 
outside  of  the  casing  and  the  borehole  wall  is 
filled.  Generally  only  the  bottom  few  hundred  feet 
of  intermediate  or  production  casing  is  cemented 
which  often  leaves  several  thousand  feet  of  open 
hole  behind  some  casing  strings.  Casing  in  open 
hole(uncementedannulus)  is  not  considered  ade- 
quate to  protect  zones  of  fresh  water  or  minerals 
from  contamination.  The  annulus  must  be  prop- 
erly filled  with  cement  to  provide  adequate  protec- 
tion from  inter-zonal  migration. 

Currently,  the  operator  is  only  required  to 
cement  off  "hydrocarbon  bearing  zones."  Gener- 
ally, operators  define  hydrocarbon  bearing  zones 
to  be  those  zones  which  produce  enough  oil  or 
gas  to  measure,  therefore,  some  hydrocarbon 
bearing  zones  are  not  cemented.  Production  cas- 
ing or  liner  is  intended  to  provide  a  conduit  for 
the  production  of  oil  and  gas  so  that  little  or  no 
product  is  lost  in  "up-hole  zones." 

Completion  of  a  well  calls  for  the  installation  of 
steel  casing,  which  is  cemented  in,  to  provide  sta- 
bility and  to  protect  specific  underground  zones. 
The  casing  is  perforated  into  the  zone  or  structure 
containing  the  oil  or  gas.  The  equipment  installed 
on  the  casing  of  a  producing  well  consists  of  var- 
ious valves  and  pressure  regulators  which  are 
used  to  control  the  oil  or  gas  flow  to  production 
facilities. 

Pipeline  quality  gas  at  the  wellhead  requires  a 
minimum  of  processing  equipment.  As  the  quality 
of  gas  decreases  with  the  increased  presence  of 
water,  dissolved  solids,  or  liquid  hydrocarbons, 
the  amount  of  processing  equipment  increases. 
Water  or  liquid  hydrocarbons  in  the  gas  are 
removed  before  the  gas  is  mixed  with  other  gas, 
usually  at  the  wellhead.  If  liquid  hydrocarbons  are 
present,  storage  facilities  (tank  batteries)  large 
trucks. 

Oil  wells  can  be  completed  as  flowing  (those 
wells  with  sufficient  underground  pressure  to 
raise  the  oil  to  the  surface)  or  if  the  pressure  is 
inadequate,  they  are  completed  with  the  installa- 
tion of  pumps,  usually  pumpjacks.  Pumpjacks 
come  in  a  variety  of  sizes,  the  larger  ones  reaching 
a  height  of  30  to  40  feet.  Pumps  are  powered  by 
internal  combustion  engines  or  electric  motors. 
Fuel  for  the  engines  may  be  casinghead  gas  or 
propane. 


Wyoming  law  prohibits  the  flaring  or  venting  of 
natural  gas.  Exceptions  allowed  by  the  Wyoming 
Oil  and  Gas  Commission  are:  1)  during  testing  of 
a  new  well,  or  2)  when  the  amount  of  gas  pro- 
duced with  the  oil  is  so  small  that  pipeline  con- 
struction is  not  practical.  Otherwise,  if  a  well  pro- 
duces both  oil  and  gas,  provisions  for  shipping 
the  gas  must  be  made  before  oil  production  can 
continue. 

The  production  equipment  (heater-treater, 
holding  facility  for  production  water  (if  any  is  pre- 
sent), and  tank  battery)  are  either  placed  on  a  por- 
tion of  the  location  (on  cut  rather  than  fill)  or 
located  a  short  distance  from  the  wellhead  along 
the  access  road.  Production  facilities  are  usually 
painted  black,  silver,  or  with  company  colors, 
unless  otherwise  specified.  The  heater-treater 
and  tanks  are  surrounded  by  earthen  dikes  to  con- 
tain accidental  spills.  Either  all  the  facilities  may 
be  fenced,  or  only  the  production  water  pit  may 
be  fenced  (USDI  1981a). 


Oil  and  Gas  Exploratory  Units 

Surface  use  in  an  oil  or  gas  field  may  be  affected 
by  unitization  of  the  leaseholds.  In  areas  of  feder- 
ally owned  minerals,  an  exploratory  unit  is  formed 
before  a  wildcat  exploratory  well  is  drilled.  The 
boundary  of  the  unit  is  based  on  geologic  data. 
The  developers  of  the  unit  can  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment to  develop  and  operate  as  a  unit,  without 
regard  to  separate  lease  ownerships.  Costs  and 
benefits  are  allocated  according  to  agreed-upon 
terms. 

Unitization  reduces  the  surface  use  require- 
ments because  all  wells  are  operated  as  though 
on  a  single  lease.  Duplication  of  field  processing 
facilities  is  minimized,  because  development  and 
operations  are  planned  and  conducted  by  a  single 
operator.  Often  powerlines  are  distributed 
throughout  the  unit  and  diesel  engines  are  con- 
verted to  electric  motors.  Unitization  may  also 
involve  wider  spacing  than  usual,  resulting  in 
fewer  wells.  Access  roads  are  usually  shorter  and 
better  organized  (USDI  1981a). 


Enhanced  Recovery  Projects  in 
the  Cody  Resource  Area 

An  oil  reservoir  typically  contains  oil,  gas,  and 
water  trapped  within  fine  rock  pores  under  tremen- 
dous pressures.  Because  of  the  pressure,  much 
or  all  of  the  gas  is  dissolved  in  the  oil.  "Primary 
drive"  is  by  the  expansion  of  pressurized  water 
and  gas  in  solution  which  forces  oil  out  of  the 


259 


Appendix  K:  Oil  and  Gas 


pores  into  the  well  and  up  to  the  surface.  Oil  flow- 
ing out  of  the  rock  drains  energy  from  the  forma- 
tion; pressure  in  the  reservoir  begins  to  slowly 
decline;  primary  drive  diminishes  and  the  produc- 
tion rate  falls.  As  reservoir  pressures  continue  to 
drop,  gas  in  the  oil  escapes,  forming  bubbles 
ceases.  At  this  point,  as  much  as  80%  of  the  orig- 
inal oil  may  still  remain  in  the  reservoir. 

To  keep  oil  flowing,  pressure  is  required. 
Pumps  may  lift  oil  to  the  surface,  but  only  pres- 
sure within  the  reservoir  can  force  oil  into  the  bot- 
tom of  the  well  bore.  To  accomplish  this,  gas  may 
be  injected;  but  the  most  popular  "secondary 
recovery"  technique  is  waterflooding.  Water  is 
injected  into  the  producing  formation  to  replace 
the  volume  of  oil  extracted  and  provides  a  driving 
force  as  well  as  maintains  reservoir  pressure.  In 
reservoirs  that  are  receptive  to  it,  waterflooding 
may  push  out  an  additional  30%  of  the  original  oil 
in  place.  Water,  which  does  not  mix  with  oil,  gener- 
ally leaves  about  half  the  original  oil  behind  in  the 
form  of  small  droplets  trapped  by  capillary  forces 
in  the  rock  pores.  Releasing  oil  that  water  alone 
will  not  move  requires  either  chemicals,  solvents, 
or  heat.  But,  water  flooding  is  not  a  last  ditch 
remedy  applied  only  to  dying  reservoirs.  Water 
injection  wells  may  be  drilled  in  newly  discovered 
fields,  along  with  development  wells  to  maintain 
pressure  as  early  as  possible  and  lengthen  the  life 
of  the  reservoir. 

Carbon  dioxide  (CO2)  is  also  injected  into  oil 
reservoirs,  sometimes  after  waterflooding,  to 
recover  more  oil.  Ideally,  for  most  efficient  dis- 
placement, CO2  should  mix  with  the  oil;  but,  it 
does  this  only  gradually,  if  at  all.  Moving  through 
the  reservoir,  CO2  will  extract  some  of  the  lighter 
hydrocarbons  from  the  oil;  and  as  it  becomes  en- 
riched with  these,  it  achieves  a  composition  which 
allows  it  to  mix  with  the  oil.  From  this  point  on, 
a  "miscible  flood"  is  achieved  which  should  dis- 
place virtually  all  of  the  oil  from  the  rock  matrix. 

Among  thermal  processes,  steam  accounts  for 
the  bulk  of  recovered  oil.  Steam  recovers  77%  of 
all  oil  produced  by  enhanced  recovery  methods. 
Unlike  chemicals,  which  alter  the  relationship  of 
oil  to  the  flooding  medium  and  to  the  reservoir 
rock,  steam  helps  heavy  oil  to  flow  by  reducing 
its  viscosity,  and  by  thermal  expansion  within  the 
reservoir.  Steam  distillation  also  assists  in  moving 
oil,  particularly  lighter  oils. 

The  fields  undergoing  waterflooding  in  the  plan- 
ning area  are  North  Danker,  Frannie,  Oregon 
Basin,  Byron,  and  Shoshone.  No  fields  are  cur- 
rently undergoing  CO2  injection.  If  the  proposed 
Amoco  CO2  pipeline  is  built  as  an  extension  of 
the  Bairoil  pipeline  from  approximately  Powder 
River,  Wyoming  in  Natrona  County  to  Elk  Basin, 
then  this  secondary  recovery  method  will  become 


more  common,  especially  in  Elk  Basin.  There  are 
currently  two  steam  injection  wells  operating  in 
the  Garland  field.  The  polymer  flood  recovery 
method  has  occurred  in  the  Oregon  Basin,  Byron, 
and  Garland  fields,  but  was  discontinued  because 
the  polymer  was  too  corrosive  on  the  casing  and 
tubing  in  the  wells. 

As  additional  oil  reserves  become  more  difficult 
to  locate  in  the  future,  the  increased  use  of 
enhanced  recovery  techniques  in  the  planning 
area  is  inevitable.  Every  oil  reservoir  would  even- 
tually be  considered  a  candidate  for  secondary  or 
tertiary  recovery. 


Plugging  and  Abandonment  of 
Wells 

The  purpose  of  plugging  and  abandoning 
(P&A)  a  well  is  to  prevent  fluid  migration  between 
zones,  to  protect  minerals  from  damage,  and  to 
restore  the  surface  area.  Each  well  has  to  be 
handled  individually  due  to  a  combination  of  fac- 
tors, including  geology,  well  design  limitations, 
and  specific  reclamacation  concerns.  Therefore, 
only  minimum  requirements  can  be  established, 
then  modified  for  the  individual  well. 

The  first  step  in  the  P&A  process  is  the  filing 
of  the  Notice  of  Intent  to  Abandon  (NIA).  This  will 
be  reviewed  by  both  the  Surface  Management 
Agency  (SMA)  and  the  BLM  District  Office.  The 
NIA  must  be  filed  and  approved  prior  to  plugging 
a  past  producer.  Verbal  plugging  instructions  can 
be  given  for  plugging  current  drilling  operations, 
but  a  NIA  must  be  filed  after  the  work  is  com- 
pleted. If  usable  fresh  water  was  encountered 
while  the  well  was  being  drilled,  the  SMA  will  be 
allowed,  if  interested,  to  assume  future  responsi- 
bility for  the  well  and  the  operator  will  be 
reimbursed  for  the  attendant  costs. 

The  operator's  plan  for  securing  the  hole  is 
reviewed.  The  minimum  requirements  are  as  fol- 
lows: In  open  hole  situations,  cement  plugs  must 
extend  at  least  50  feet  above  and  below  zones  with 
fluid  which  has  the  potential  to  migrate,  zones  of 
lost  circulation  (this  type  of  zone  may  require  an 
alternate  method  to  isolate),  and  zones  of  poten- 
tially valuable  minerals.  Thick  zones  may  be  iso- 
lated using  100-foot  plugs  across  the  top  and  bot- 
tom of  the  zone.  In  the  absence  of  productive 
zones  and  minerals,  long  sections  of  open  hole 
may  be  plugged  with  100-foot  plugs  placed  every 
2,500  feet.  In  cased  holes,  cement  plugs  must  be 
placed  opposite  perforations  and  extending  50 
feet  above  and  below  except  where  limited  by 
plug  back  depth.  Any  annular  space  that  extends 
to  the  surface  shall  be  plugged  with  a  minimum 
of  100-feet  of  cement  to  the  surface.  A  cement 
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plug  of  at  least  50  feet,  but  not  less  than  25  sacks 
of  cement,  shall  be  placed  in  the  smallest  casing 
extending  to  the  surface.  Any  plugs  with  question- 
able integrity  (stability)  shall  be  tagged  (tested). 
Each  of  the  intervals  between  the  plugs  shall  be 
filled  with  mud  of  sufficient  density  to  balance  the 
plugs  and  ensure  continued  integrity  of  the  well 
bore. 

A  permanent  abandonment  marker  is  required 
on  all  wells  unless  otherwise  requested  by  the 
SMA.  This  marker  pipe  is  usually  at  least  4  inches 
in  diameter,  10  feet  long,  4  feet  above  the  ground, 
and  embedded  in  cement.  The  pipe  must  be 
capped  with  the  well  identity  and  location  perma- 
nently inscribed. 

The  SMA  is  responsible  for  establishing  and 
approving  methods  for  surface  rehabilitation  and 
determining  when  this  rehabilitation  has  been  sat- 
isfactorily accomplished.  At  this  point,  a  Subse- 
quent Report  of  Abandonment  can  be  approved. 


Many  "gray  areas"  exist  where  experts  argue  the 
merits  of  one  design  over  another.  One  of  these 
controversial  design  areas  is  hole  size  relative  to 
casing  size.  It  is  questionable  if  a  proper  cement 
bond  can  be  obtained  underthese  circumstances. 
Hole  deviation,  depth,  bore  hole  environment, 
placement  of  centralizers  (if  any),  and  a  myriad 
of  other  factors  affect  the  integrity  of  the  casing 
and  cement  job.  One  of  the  most  important  fac- 
tors influencing  a  "cement  job"  is  the  pumping 
method.  Cement  can  be  pumped  and  placed  in 
any  of  three  flow  regimes:  plug  flow,  laminar  flow, 
and  turbulent  flow.  The  flow  regime  is  a  function 
of  the  velocity  at  which  the  slurry  flows.  Plug  flow 
has  a  very  slow  velocity  and  takes  the  most  time 
to  pump.  Turbulent  flow  requires  high  hydraulic 
horsepower  and  some  service  companies  cannot 
pump  cement  in  turbulent  flow  under  certain  con- 
ditions. 


Blowout  Prevention 


SUBSURFACE  PRACTICES 

The  success  (or  failure)  of  subsurface  opera- 
tions cannot  be  determined  by  simply  "looking 
down  the  hole,"  but  instead,  must  be  judged  from 
indirect  evidence  such  as  downhole  logs,  drilling 
data,  completion  data,  and  many  other  data  sets. 
Competent  professionals  are  required  to  deter- 
mine the  character  and  adequacy  of  "downhole" 
operations.  A  downhole  failure  may  take  many 
years  before  the  ramifications  become  apparent 
at  the  surface;  by  that  time,  the  situation  may  be 
irreversible. 

Prior  to  1982,  the  USGS  was  responsible  for  sub- 
surface management  and  initiated  many  stan- 
dards and  policies  for  oil  and  gas  development  on 
federal  mineral  lands.  Since  1982,  the  fluid  miner- 
als branch  of  the  BLM  has  been  responsible  for 
subsurface  management. 


Casing  and  Cementing 

Early  wells  had  just  enough  casing  to  support 
a  wellhead  and  the  remainder  of  the  hole  was 
generally  open.  Improper  casing  and  cementing 
allows  communication  between  zones  of  hydro- 
carbons, salt  water,  and  fresh  water. 

Most  standards  are  difficult  to  set  in  that  cost 
is  a  factor  and  any  job  can  be  "overdesigned." 


In  the  early  days  of  drilling,  no  blowout  preven- 
tion equipment  was  used.  Today  special  attention 
is  paid  to  blowout  prevention  and  much  of  the 
equipment  associated  with  drilling  rigs  is  for  han- 
dling excess  pressure  at  the  surface.  Blowout  pre- 
vention equipment  is  tested  and  inspected  regu- 
larly by  both  the  rig  personnel  and  the  inspection 
and  enforcement  branch  of  the  BLM.  Reasonably 
good  standards  are  currently  in  effect  and  oper- 
ators are  willing  to  follow  them  due  to  the  danger- 
ous nature  of  an  uncontrolled  flow  from  the  well. 
The  BLM  is  currently  attempting  to  upgrade  stan- 
dards for  blowout  preventer  stack  tests  to  require 
full  working  pressure  tests  instead  of  the  lower 
pressures  currently  specific  in  CDM  643.8.3C-8. 
Well  trained  rig  site  personnel  are  a  necessity  for 
proper  blowout  prevention. 

Casing  setting  depth  is  also  important  with 
regards  to  blowout  prevention.  The  casing  shoe 
must  be  set  in  rock  which  is  competent  to  with- 
stand the  maximum  anticipated  pressure  to  which 
it  will  be  exposed. 

There  has  never  been  an  uncontrolled  blowout 
in  the  Cody  planning  area.  Blowouts  are  often 
caused  by  extremely  high  pressures  usually  asso- 
ciated with  gas.  In  general,  most  areas  in  the  Big- 
horn Basin  are  underpressured  and  there  is  rela- 
tively much  more  oil  than  gas  production. 
Although  the  chance  exists  for  a  blowout  in  the 
planning  area,  there  is  a  smaller  probability  than 
for  other  areas  in  the  state. 
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GLOSSARY  SUPPLEMENT 


ADVISORY  COUNCIL.  An  advisory  council  is  a  citizens'  advi- 
sory group  formed  to  advise  the  district  manager  on  pub- 
lic land  mangement  issues.  Each  of  the  ten  appointed 
members  represents  a  specific  area  of  interest  and  con- 
stituency related  to  the  use  and  mangement  of  the  public 
lands,  and  each  is  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior for  a  three-year  term.  Advisory  councils  are  formed 
under  several  authorities,  including  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976. 

COMMUNICATION  SITE  WINDOW.  Designated  area  pre- 
ferred as  the  location  for  future  communication  facilities. 
Designation  usually  follows  history  of  past  use. 


FORAGE  CONDITION.  A  subjective  evaluation  of  the  forage 
plants  in  a  community  based  on  relative  considerations 
such  as  palatability,  length  of  palatable  periods,  acces- 
sibility, nutritive  value,  and  productivity  of  desirable  spe- 
cies in  relation  to  potential. 

SURFACE-DISTURBING  ACTIVITY.  Any  human-caused  act 
that  results  in  the  destruction  or  removal  of  the  existing 
vegetation  or  soil.  Some  surface-disturbing  activities  are 
road  construction,  ORV  use,  fence  building,  and  mineral 
production. 
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As  the  nation's  principal  conservation  agency,  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
has  basic  responsibilities  for  most  of  our  nationally  owned  public  lands  and 
natural  resources.  This  responsibility  includes  fostering  the  wisest  use  of  our 
land  and  water  resources,  protecting  our  fish  and  wildlife,  preserving  the  envi- 
ronmental and  cultural  values  of  our  national  parks  and  historic  places,  and 
providing  for  the  enjoyment  of  life  through  outdoor  recreation.  The  department 
assesses  the  nation's  energy  and  mineral  resources  and  works  to  ensure  that 
their  development  is  in  the  best  interests  of  all  our  people.  The  department 
also  has  a  major  responsibility  for  American  Indian  reservation  communities 
and  for  people  who  live  in  island  territories  under  U.S.  administration. 
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